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Important to issues of writing instruction are thays in which teachers,
specifically those who teach in the disciplineariguage arts and English, understand
and see themselves as writers. The purpose aftligative study was to explore how
secondary English teachers positioned themsehasvare positioned by others as
writers through participation in a Writing Collaladive designed to provide authentic
opportunities for engaging and examining themsehgewriters. This study included
seven secondary English teachers, three middleosand four high school, who all
taught writing as required by their respective sewurriculums. This semester-long
research applied case study methods and utilizétphewdata sources, including teacher
interviews, video recordings of Writing Collaboratisessions, and teachers’ written
artifacts to inform the analysis. Data was analyaging the constant-comparative
method (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) and drawing flisoourse analysis (Gee, 2011,
Mercer, 2000), focused closely on “episodes of'tékercer, 2004, p.142). A social
theory of learning, specifically Wenger’s (1998)mmunities of Practickamework,
sociocultural theories and concepts of languagdearding (Bakhtin, 1981, 1986;
Mercer, 2000) and theories of identity (Hollandirfler, Lachicotte, and Cain, 1998;
Wenger, 1998) were used to analyze the ways inhwtieigchers’ identities as writers
shaped and were shaped by the Writing Collaborative

Findings included the ways in which the practioBthe community, particularly

the practice of sharing and teachers’ responsgisanng, contributed to the shaping of



teachers’ identities as writers and the shaping®Writing Collaborative as a
community of practice. These share practices dedu (a) interject humor, (b) praise
and encourage, (c) support and affirm, (d) ask tiues (e) explore ideas, (e) share
knowledge and beliefs, and (f) narrate personaiesto Consequently, these share
practices were foundational to the formation of\Weting Collaborative; more
importantly, the practices facilitated the meaniteggchers negotiated about writers and
writing and the ways in which their identities asters were shaped. The categories of
meanings the teachers made encompassed: (a) idefsnaf writers (b) purposes of
writing (c) writing ideas (d) writing as a procesasd (e) personal aspects of writing. The
case study of the Writing Collaborative providesights into the ways in which
teachers’ writer identities were shaped and reghépeugh participation in the
community’s practices and meaning-making aboutengiaind writing. This was
particularly true for teachers who did not selfrtfy as writers or who were skeptical to
claim writer identities. This study revealed thegardless of how the teachers saw
themselves as writers, all of them enacted multpieer identities. Thus, the Writing
Collaborative served as a space for teachers bapesexisting writer identities and
explore possible writer identities for themselvésplications of the study include ways
to assist teachers in understanding the complexafiegeaching writing by helping them

understand themselves as writers.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Teachers should write so they understand the psawfesriting from within.

They should know the territory intellectually anad@ionally: how you have to

think to write, how you feel when writing. Teachef writing do not have to be

great writers, but they should have frequent acdmeexperience in writing.
(Murray, 2004, p.74)

Writing, like reading, is an important foundatioheffective literacy skills.

While many teachers are making the transition tw$ed reading instruction, less are
able to provide effective writing instruction. istimperative that our students develop
not only quality reading skills, but quality wrigrskills as well. “Today, writing is
foundational for success” (Gallagher, 2006, p. 4).

Historically, reforms of literacy education havedised heavily on reading and
reading instruction, evading issues related toimgjtwriting instruction, and writing
achievement (Graham & Perin, 2007). However, sthegpassage of théo Child Left
Behind Acin 2001 and ignited recently by the new Common (Risg¢e Standards
(2010), schools across the United States have ddcineir efforts into providing
effective literacy instruction and learning oppaities for all students, addressing both
reading and writing as important cornerstonestefdcy (Rief, 2003a). As a result,
educators and policymakers have helped to defiadittracy needs of 21century
American students (Moje, Young, Readence, & Mo20€0), changing, in particular,

the expectations for writing and writing instructigNWP & Nagin, 2003; the National



Commission on Writing, 2003). Educators and thersgaged in educational research
have come to understand that writing is an impotfieeture of the literacy landscape,
and many innovative programs, approaches, anditepstrategies have been identified
and implemented in schools across the nation, gheatly with positive results (Graham
& Perin, 2007; NWP & Nagin, 2003). While these ef$care applauded, writing
continues to challenge our adolescents as eviddmcadnimal progress nationwide
(Applebee & Langer, 2006; Graham & Perin, 2007;iddvetl Commission on Writing,
2003).

As a former English Language Arts teacher, a ctiimacy specialist in a high
school setting, and one who frequently leads psdd@sl development on literacy
practices, including writing, | am keenly awaretloé challenges facing teachers of
writing. More importantly, as a former teachematfting, | can relate to the complexities
and issues related to effective writing instructeor support Murray (2004) and many
other writers, practitioners, and researchers widetstand the value of the teacher as a
writer. In my own practice, being a teacher ofting also meant | was a writer myself. |
wrote with my students, modeled the writing processl shared my struggles and,
oftentimes, messy compositions all in an efforswpport and enhance my students'
writing experiences. Working within the constraiof the classroom where students
traditionally perceive writing as an assessmerit i@t out to create and nurture a
community of writers who were confident in theiildi to write for varied purposes.

My approach to writing instruction was groundedesearch and best practices, but more

importantly, it evolved from my own experiencestwitriting as well as my beliefs



about what constituted quality writing instructiohalso led a writerly life outside the
demands of the teaching profession, keeping a gwfimportant milestones and
making honest attempts at poetry. Not only wasdacher of writing, but also |
identified myself as a writer. How else could tlantically teach my students to be
effective writers if | did not engage in the praeesyself? However, many secondary
English teachers do not view themselves as writergng been drawn into teaching
English for their love of and comfort level withading, not writing (Cremin & Baker,
2010). These curiosities motivated me to undedskanw secondary English teachers
might come to view themselves as writers and tmsiderations for instructional
practices given the opportunity.
Teacher-as-Writer Debate

This idea of teachers as writers has been a cehtlabate, particularly in regards
to effective writing instruction. Since the 1970w idea that teachers of writing should
be writers has been ubiquitous (Whitney, 2009). e\mv, as discussions and studies of
writing as a process reached their height, reseas@nd educators argued whether
teachers of writing should also be writers or wiitemselves.gniting the debate in a
1990 article titled “Why High School Writing TeaegkeShould Not Write,” Karen Jost
posited that high school English teachers shoutdwnite, citing constraints of time,
extra-curricular involvement, and the lack of pssi®nal advantage to do so. She
adamantly claimed that asking English teacheretaiiters was simply unrealistic. She
challenged writing experts and those in the ivorydrs of academia (Murray, Moffett,

and Knoblauch), many of whom are writers as wetkashers, to take up their cause in



the real life “trenches” of a high school Englidassroom. Her arguments met with
mixed responses, causing a very public and heatledte from writing teachers across
the country (Gillespie, 1991).

However, some in the field argue it is not simpiyatter of whether teachers
should or should not write. The argument is compled riddled with variations of what
it means to be a teacher writer, which itself hesrbcontested in multiple ways across
both research and professional literature on the t@ahl, 1992; Gillespie, 1991; Jost,
1990). These critics are not claiming that teagkéro teach writing do not need to
know something about the subject of writing justasy few, if any, would suggest that
as a science teacher it is not necessary for ohav® an understanding of science.
Rather, the debate revolves around several isgwghsgding teachers’ experiences with
writing, their beliefs about writing instructioredchers’ perceptions of writing and what
it means to be a writer and the relationship tdimgiinstructional practices (Frager,
1994; Robbins, 1992).

Some research suggests that although personaiexgelas a writer may
enhance writing instruction, teachers who writarikelves do not necessarily teach
writing more effectively than their non-writer cedlgues. In a study of seven secondary
English teachers, Gleeson and Prain (1996) disedviiat the value teachers placed on
writing, as an activity for their students and €3’ ability to succeed in writing was a
more important instructional factor than whether thachers themselves were writers.
Likewise, Robbins (1996) found in a similar caselgtof twelve secondary English

teachers that “the mere fact that teachers wriés ¢t tell much about the relationship



between their writing and their teaching” (p. 123)l of the teachers in the study were
writers in some capacity, yet the use of theiriwgitand writing experiences in their
pedagogical approaches varied widely.

The debate is complicated further by the ways irclwkthe term “teacher-as-
writer” is defined and perceived by those in theddi For many writing teachers, being a
writer implies being a published author (Jost, 2¥6bbins, 1992). Many of these
teachers do not see writing in a journal and lettéting, for example, as “real” writing.
This perspective certainly creates a double stahidathe classroom where teachers of
writing are to support and advocate students’ ngigendeavors in a variety of genres but
do not consider their own writing endeavors as eutib writing (Robbins, 1992).

Additionally, some teachers perceive the teachew#sr concept primarily as
an instructional technique (Robbins, 1996). Althlouteacher writers like Nancie Atwell
(1998), Donald Graves (1983) and Regie Routman5R&@pport the instructional use of
teachers’ writing, many of the teachers in Robb({tt892) study felt the use of their
writing as models for their students was risky,gtoonsuming, disconnected from
student pursuits, and unnecessary in an age wheamg professional models existed.
Among those who provide professional developmentdachers in the area of writing
see the teacher’s role as predominantly instruatioRickards and Hawes (2004)
suggested five roles of effective writing teachei@) models, (b) coaches, (c) assessors,
(d) planners and (e) consultants. The role of riegidere, particularly, suggests
contrived writing whereby the teacher composes, linear fashion, a piece of writing in

front of students or provides writing from otheofassionals as models. “This robs



students of the opportunity to see real-life wgtin process and diminishes the learning
possibilities” (Routman, 2005, p. 47). On the oth@nd, teachers in a study conducted
by Gleeson and Prain, (1996) felt that the modeadigriting by teachers served to
narrow notions of good writing, particularly in #f®who held tight to their identities as
writers. Students were better served in writing wteachers kept their writer selves at a
distance. These efforts seem to solidify some &athlaim that their role is to “read and
to explain, not to write” (Robbins, 1996, p. 120).

Despite these controversies, the notion of thacher-as-writer” has received
considerable advocacy and support in the profeaklierature on writing and writing
practices although scant studies have been corilurctbe field of educational research
(Whitney, 2009).

Why Teachers of Writing Should Be Writers

Professional literature and many in education hang argued the value and
importance of teachers writing within and beyonel tkassroom (Cremin & Baker,
2010). Sparked primarily by the writipgocess movement and the establishment of the
National Writing Project, many writing scholars leazoncluded that confident, avid
writers make for effective writing teachers (Atwelb98; Calkins, 1983; Frager, 1994;
Graves, 1983; Routman, 1996).

One of the most obvious and compelling argumentgh® teacher-as-writer
notion is that by engaging in a "writerly" life @ehers will inform and improve their
writing instructional practices. By engaging i thriting process, teachers are in a

better position to use these experiences for iostnoal purposes, articulating for



students the trials and tribulations of the pro¢essherman & Wood, 2003). Routman
(2005) suggested letting students watch you write eébserve you plan, write, think,
revise, and edit, on the fly. As Augsburger (19@8lected, "Teachers who write are in a
better position to guide students, provide usedfatiback, and show the real value of
writing" (p. 548). Gillespie (1991) echoed thesasons for teacher writers stating that
teachers should write to establish their own autyhon issues of writing, to expand their
repertoire of responses to students’ trials afif@tions with writing, and to establish
educational credibility and professionalism abotuting. In other words, to practice
what we teach.

Teachers turned authors like Ralph Fletcher anerfg#bow and journalist and
long-time teacher Donald Murray clearly define tisehaes as writers and strongly
advocate for teachers to write. Murray (2004),regtome advocate and great model of
writing, brought several assumptions to his writimgriting is thinking, writing is a
process, and there is no one way. For Murrayjmgivas about being a learner. In fact,
he challenged the reader in this way: “if you a¢dbis profession - this calling, this
vocation—you have apprenticed yourself to a lifetiof learning” (p. 5). He asked the
age-old question, “Why write?” He wrote to have Writing come alive and stressed
that this should be the mission of every teachevrdging—to allow for their students’
writing to come alive. Likewise, teacher writerridze Atwell (1998) used her own
research in the classroom to examine how her expezs as a writer can enrich her

writing instruction.



Right from the start | hope for rich, authenticultdike experiences for my
students. | want them to use writing to know thelweseand the world and to
discover what writing is good for. They should exment across four basic
genres — fiction, memoir, poetry, and expositiam learn the elements of each
and explore what each can do for them. (p. 111)

Though professional literature clearly advocatesrdasons why teachers should
write, much of teachers' resistance to writing ene@rporating writing into their lessons
stems from their own negative perceptions of thdéweseas writers, as well as their
uncertainty about teaching and effectively suppgrtvriting in the classroom.
Furthermore, teachers’ identities as writers amd #ititudes toward writing are affected
by their lack of assurance and view of themselgesriers (Cremin & Baker, 2010).
Given the focus on writing instruction in our coynthrough organizations like the
National Writing Project and with the adoption bétCommon Core State Standards
(2010), teachers are expected to model and praetitiag themselves; however, this
becomes difficult if they lack confidence and da eoact positive writing identities
(Cremin & Baker, 2010).

Teacher Learning Communities

Recent reform efforts in the area of professiomajetopment for writing have
focused on teachers collaborating in learning comitias (Blau, 1993Brannon & Pradl,
1994;Lieberman & Wood, 200Pella, 2011; Whitney, 2008). With slight variatsoin
their names and structures, these learning commasryipically consist of teachers who
meet regularly to explore and improve their insiu@al practice through conversation
and interaction with others. ldeally, these comitiesbecome places for teachers “to

develop the knowledge, skills, practices, and digmms needed to help students learn



and achieve at higher levels (Killion, 2012, p. iYenger (1998) noted that learning
occurs among individuals when they are activelyagieg with one another, pursuing
improvements in their practice. Therefore, itéswimportant to understand the ways in
which teacher learning occurs and its implicationifistructional practice.

Creating teacher groups for the purpose of incngetgiacher effectiveness is a
predominantly public education response to ineffegbrofessional development for
teachers. Many school districts and schools haserered this call for more relevant
teacher development opportunities, organizing &tsaof teacher groups around shared
interests, focused pedagogy, curriculum, and studaming. A growing body of
research acknowledges some of the advantagesobietsacollaborating, working in
groups (Avery & Carlsen, 2001). In the last deggaofessional development efforts
for teachers have focused on creating professieaating communities (DuFour, 2004),
teachers’ learning communities (Wood, 2007) or inggroups (Clark, 2001) to name a
few models. Although other variations of these gis@xist by different names, the
majority of these teacher groups have origins frathin the education profession (Stoll,
Bolam, McMahon, Wallace & Thomas, 2006). Thesereay communities are believed
to depend heavily upon collaboration with colleagyureorder to create the environment
that nurtures professional learning. A reviewhd literature on professional learning
communities by Stoll et al. noted that at the ceatéhe concept is the notion of
community. “The focus is not just on individuaatders’ professional learning but on
professional learning within a community contexteeanmunity of learners, and the

notion of collective learning” (p. 225). Grossmavineburg, and Woolworth (2001)
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argued that the term “community,” however, has itssineaning, having been attached
to too many educational reform movements in tooywaays.

Clark (2001), frustrated with historical meansedc¢her development, implored
that “sustainable professional development forieexmust be led by teachers
themselves and be intrinsically satisfying, voluptand inexpensive” (p. 4). Despite
these efforts, the organization of “communitiesthwn public education still tends to be
mandated, unsustainable, disconnected from authexyieriences of teaching and
learning, and lacking enterprise for the communltya critical, but compelling, two and
one half year study of the implementation of teagHearning communities in one
school district, Wood (2007) determined that altftothe focus of the initiative was to
build collective responsibility for student leargirmany of the teachers saw little
connection between participation in the communitgt atudent learning outcomes.
Furthermore, efficacy among teachers continuectodmstrained by accountability and
high stakes testing, despite the district’s efftotensure teacher empowerment and
autonomy. Finally, issues of tension between tecand school leadership undermined
the project’s “foundational idea that teachers wagkn professional learning
communities who share expertise are more likeiynfarove student learning than
teachers working alone” (p. 711).

These studies suggest that professional learnimgramities typically lack the
key elements that comprise a community of practioetual engagemengint
enterprise anda shared repertoiras defined by Wenger (1998). “The enterprise is

never fully determined by an outside mandate, leggniption, or by any individual
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participant. Even when a community of practiceemim response to some outside
mandate, the practice evolves into the commundwa response to that mandate” (p.
80). As a result, many professional learning comities, as instituted in education
today, have shown little promise for improving teacpractices and student learning,
particularly in the area of writing (Lieberman & \kb 2003).

| share this brief commentary on professional legycommunities as a way to
reject traditional forms of on-site, institutiormdd teacher development efforts in support
of my search for a more meaningful framework tonexe the ways in which secondary
English teachers explore writing and negotiate tities as writers within a Writing
Collaborative. Wenger (1998) argued that teachimgjlearning are not implicitly linked.
Just because something is taught does not meatsitegarned. This is as true in the
classroom where students are the target of ingbrues it is in professional development
or training where teachers are placed in the rbteelearner. Therefore, the
architecture of learning should support spaces avlearners are “able to invest
themselves in communities of practice in the preadsapproaching a subject matter” (p.
271). Forming a community of practice in the fasfra Writing Collaborative may
allow teachers to explore writing as a practice sende to manifest their identities as
members of their community—as writers, as livechtdes.

The National Writing Project: Toward a Community of Practice

Perhaps one of the best examples of a teacheirgaratwork that supports and

advocates the teacher-as-writer model is thatefNéational Writing Project (NWP). The

NWP evolved from one teacher’s quest to find betpggroaches for teaching literature
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and writing to his students. Since 1974 when iils¢ NWP site was established, teachers
continue to gather all over the country at varisiiss, sharing and producing writing.
The NWP model as noted by Lieberman and Wood (2B88)t its center the idea that
teachers who teach writing should be writers théwese As such, the summer institutes,
which are the backbone of the NWP’s popularity anccess, stress a social theory of
learning with emphasis on collective responsihilitfhe NWP approach is to teach
writing as a social process, that is, not only azedium for self-expression but also as a
vehicle for learning-in-community” (p.19). Condung} a study in two major NWP sites
using a communities of practice lens, Lieberman\aiosd set out to uncover how
learning occurs when teachers seek out improveofaheir own writing and writing
practices. They discovered that the hallmarks eftftodel are ingrained in the social
practices of a writing community that value contitibns of each member, honor teacher
knowledge, create spaces for teacher sharing aholdie, relinquish ownership of
learning to learners, situate learning in practreyide multiple entry points into the
community, focus on learning, share leadershipmote inquiry, and most importantly,
encourage professional identities that reflectexiVe ownership of knowledge.

Whitney (2008) drew similar conclusions when exangrthe transformative
nature of the NWP Summer Institute for teachers: t€éachers in her case study, the crux
of their learning experiences stemmed from theimngiactivities, including the sharing of
writing in a writing group. More importantly, papation in the NWP increased
teachers’ confidence and perceptions of themselsewiters. Much of their learning

was attributed to authentic conversations aboutgaehing and learning of writing and
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engagement within a professional community formgthle writing groups, suggesting
“that writing activities are certainly importantess where issues of stance, authority, and
identity are worked out” (p.177).

It was such a community of practice | constructed studied in my quest to

understand how teachers made sense of writing @sidgned themselves as writers.
Issues of Identity and Writing: A Sociocultural Perspective

The teacher-as-writer stance encompasses notioderufty, writing,
pedagogical practices, and serves as a foundatranviestigating identity work with
teachers in the area of writing and writing instiat.

Recent literacy research has shifted from usinggaitive lens to one that views
literacy and literacy practices, including writireg a social process (Lewis & Fabos,
2005; McCarthey, 2001). This notion of literacyaasocial process has allowed
researchers to examine literacy through a soadtlir@l, critical, and even an identity
lens (Bartlett, 2007; Dyson, 2003; Fairbanks & Ayi2006; Lensmire, 1998; Moje,

Luke, Davies, & Street, 2009; Orellana, 1995). tiemmore, a sociocultural theory of
literacy and learning has provided researchers avlindscape in which to study "aspects
of people's sense-making, interaction, and learamgnd texts" (Lewis, Enciso, &

Moje, 2007, p.2). The view of writing as a so@eadctice implies that people engage in
writing by patrticipating in socially, situated liscy events, learning by apprenticeship
and taking on the identities of those who use agiin specific ways (Ivanj 2004).

“Identification is a key concept for this sort efrning; people are likely to begin to
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participate in particular practices to the extéait they identify themselves with the
values, beliefs, goals and activities of those whgage in those practices” (p. 235).

Viewing literacy and the formation of identitiesasocial process “has generated
close, in-depth research on the literacy practiéextual people, a move that has turned
researchers' and theorists' attentions to the oflescts and literacy practices as tools or
media for constructing, narrating, mediating, emagctperforming, enlisting, or exploring
identities” (Moje et al., 2009).

Defining identity is often a complicated processdiese of its importance to a
variety of disciplines. For this study identity waswed as a social construct and defined
as “our understanding of who we are and who wektbther people are. Reciprocally, it
also encompasses other people’s understandingisitives and others (which includes
us)” (Danielewicz, 2001, p.10). With that saice therature on identity studies,
specifically literacy and identity studies, encosges many stances and defines identity
in multiple ways, but collectively it is seen asngesocial, fluid, and recognized.

Driven by these sociocultural theories of literaeyl learning, (NWP & Nagin,
2003; Brooks, 2007) writing— how it is learned,dat and assessed—has moved from
a predominantly skills-based, product-centered @gogr to one in which writing is
viewed as a process, whereby a writer moves throeglrsive phases in order to bring a
piece of writing to completion (Lipson, Mosenth@hniels, & Woodside-Jiron, 2000;
NWP & Nagin, 2003).

Coupled with this approach is the idea that wriigg "collaborative endeavor"

(Routman, 1996, p. 80), and the development ofi@mis best supported in a writing



15

community whereby the teacher models and sharémgves a valued member (Atwell,
1998; Routman, 1996, 2005; Fletcher & Portalup010 "In the context of teaching
writing this implies that teachers also need tovbigers, demonstrating the processes
involved and providing expert knowledge and adWiased on experience" (Cremin,
2006, 415).

It is within this writing instructional frameworkat the teacher-as-writer model
has come to fruition, implying the appropriatiorvaiterly kinds of identities. Although
some evidence to the contrary exists, many wrpiragess researchers and practitioners
have generally agreed that in order to be an effeteacher of writing, writing teachers
must engage in the writing process themselves @a@910; Brindley & Jasinski-
Schneider, 2002; Daisy, 2009).

Even though more attention has been given to geisstees of teacher identity
and its relationship to instructional practicesy &udies have given attention to teacher
identities within specific subject areas and ti@luence on instruction (Cremin &
Baker, 2010; Dix, 2012; Frager, 1994; Mckinney &fgjis, 2009). However, in relation
to identity and writing, past research has focuseteacher efficacy, perceptions, and
beliefs of writing teachers (Bausch, 2010; Ber§0&, Bowie, 1996; Brindley &
Schneider, 2002; Graham, Harris, Fink, & MacArtt2601) as well as the act of writing
and the text it produces (Burgess & Ivari010; Ivani , 1994,1998) and their influences
on writing practice. Furthermore, a majority oé$le studies explored teacher candidates
and beginning teachers (Bowie, 1996; Daisy, 2008¢chstetler, 2011; Norman &

Spencer, 2005;), paying little attention to cargatus teachers.
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While these studies certainly help us to conceedéachers' perceptions of and
beliefs about writing and writing instruction, veigw expand on the ways in which
writing shapes one's identity. Additionally, veeuwf of these studies address issues of
identity specific to secondary English teachersfatt, most of the relevant research to
date is found primarily in dissertations, reflegtiime need to fill current deficiencies in
this area. Most importantly, understanding hoveheass identify themselves as writers
using the communities of practice framework andsagrations for how these writing
identities influence classroom practice are adéekssinimally in current research. In
fact, empirical research for how secondary Engkstthers in a community of practice
position themselves as writers by analyzing theutgve practices of the teachers,
specifically their talk, has not yet surfaced ie therature.

Educational researchers have identified writing astical challenge for teachers
and teacher educators (Brooks, 2007). Therefoigjmportant to understand the
normative practices of a Writing Collaborative dhd ways in which its members,
secondary English teachers, identify themselvegraisrs and the implications for
writing instruction. This research study was digant in that it provided data which (a)
added relevant knowledge to the research on igeantd literacy, particularly teachers’
identities as writers and considerations for wgtinstruction (b) identified ways that
teachers came to see themselves as writers arespiafial development conditions that
supported their negotiations as writers and (dseebteachers in understanding their
own processes of writing and their pedagogicaleallihis study provided a fresh

approach and insight for educators, policy makand, other researchers who concern
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themselves with teacher identity and the ways irckvit relates to instructional
pedagogy specific to writing.
Purpose of the Study
To address the need for more research on secokdaiish teachers’ identities as
writers and the implications for instructional ptiae, | explored the ways in which
teachers came to see themselves as writers themggtgement in authentic writing
experiences. This type of identity work is bestetved through a sociocultural lens,
using case methodology. Therefore, | created iingrCollaborative to examine how
teachers’ identities as writers shape and are shiaypéhe practices and meanings that
emerge from the community. To explore these isduedgressed the following
guestions:
1. How do secondary English teachers' identities @&mgrshape and how are
they shaped by the community of t&iting Collaborative
a. What practices provide coherence to the Writingdbalrative?
b. What meanings do teachers make about writers,ngrénd

themselves as writers within the Writing Collaboa?

Definitions of Significant Terminology

Teacher-as-Writer is the concept that teachers engage in writingidetthe classroom
and see themselves in some way as writers.

Communities of Practiceare groups of people who share a concern or aqrafsi
something they do and learn how to do it bette¢hayg interact regularly (Wenger, 2006).
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Writing Collaborative is a group of individuals that comes together i@ purposes of
engaging in writing, sharing writing and supportoge another’s development as
writers.

Writing process s a holistic process in which a writer moves, restely, through
processes including planning, drafting, revisirditieg, and publishing.

Inkshedding is an activity in which participants respond intmg to a common prompt,
share what they have written with each other, dfed oomments about the text to the
writer (Horne, 2012).

Overview of the Dissertation

The goal of this study was to explore the ways lmclv secondary English
teachers position themselves as writers and neégatiaanings of writers and writing
through participation in the Writing Collaborativ&his dissertation comprises seven
chapters and appendices. In chapter one | provimehbackground on the key issues in
the ongoing debate of whether teachers of writasgecially secondary English teachers,
should be writers themselves, the nature of auithemiters and reform efforts focused
on teachers and writing, the rationale for the gtadstatement of the problem, the
research questions, and meanings of key terms.

In chapter two | use prior theory and researclotostruct a framework that
supports and guides the research. Thereforesépteelevant theory to the social nature
of learning, communities of practice, teacher idgnpositioning, discourse, and
language. | demonstrate how these theories antkepts) woven together, provide a
unique lens for investigating teachers’ identiaisswriters within the context of a Writing

Collaborative.
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In chapter three | address the qualitative reseaethodology for the study,
describing the case study design and methods anasthof discourse analysis aimed at
examining the “teacher talk” that takes place mWiriting Collaborative as a method of
exploring teachers’ writing identities. Next, Isteibe the research site, the Writing
Collaborative, and selection of the teachers. rAdsablishing a context for the study, |
describe in detail the procedures for data cotbecéind analysis. | conclude the chapter
by addressing trustworthiness, the researcher& btaical issues and limitations of the
study.

In chapter four | address the first sub-questiothefstudy: What practices
provide coherence to the Writing Collaborative?indghick description | describe the
practices that were instrumental in building commwrspecifically, | discuss the
practice of sharing and its dimensions, and thesvilayvhich those practices built the
community, supported the meanings of teachers’repees, and shaped their identities
as writers. The share practices consisted ofdh@ifing: (a)interject humor; (b) praise
and encourage; (c) support and affirm; (d) ask tjes; (e) explore ideas; (f) share
knowledge and beliefs; and (g) narrate personalesto

Chapter five addresses the second sub-questidre agtady: What meanings do
teachers make about writers, writing, and themsehgewriters within the Writing
Collaborative? The purpose of this chapter isresent the following categories of
meanings teachers made about writers and writi(a:definitions of writers; (b)
purposes of writing; (c) writing ideas; (d) wnitj as a process; and (e) personal aspects

of writing.
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In chapter six | present the multiple writer idéie8 teachers enacted through the
share practices of the community and the meanhmgsrmade about writing, writers, and
themselves as writers. For each teacher, | dispesfic writer identities and the ways
in which they authored themselves within the contéxhe Writing Collaborative.

Finally, chapter seven summarizes my findings ftbenstudy through the lens of
Wenger’s (1998) modes of belonging and discusspdations for teachers as they
relate to professional development and writingringtonal practices in the classroom. |

conclude the chapter with recommendations for &rtbsearch.
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CHAPTER I
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND RELATED LITERATURE
Learning transforms our identities: it transforms ability to participate in the
world by changing all at once who we are, our pcast and our communities.
(Wenger, 1998, p. 227)

In this chapter, | review pertinent theories angkegch that frame my exploration
of teachers as writers. To provide the foundatowrmy theoretical approach to this
study, | briefly describe a sociocultural appro&zieaching and learning on which Lev
Vygotsky had a major influence. Second, | deteel tommunities of practice (Wenger,
1998) theory that serves as the major theoretiaaid for this study. In doing so, |
examine primary concepts of the theory that pro@d@ppropriate lens for examining
identity work among teachers in a Writing Collaliov@ Third, | define identity and its
constructs, drawing primarily from the work of Wem@1998) and Holland, Lachicotte,
Skinner, and Cain (1998), supported by recent etuii teacher identity. The studies of
teacher identity development by Janet Alsup (2@0®) Jane Danielewicz (2001)
illustrate from a research perspective the powelisifourse to affect teachers’ identities.
Fourth, | draw from theoretical and empirical resbao examine the concept of
discourse and its relationship to identifypecifically, | review language as a discourse

and make a compelling argument for examining teraictile as a means for studying
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secondary English teachers’ identities as writatBiwthe context of the Writing
Collaborative.
Sociocultural Approach: A Vygotskian Influence

A sociocultural approach to teaching and learnimgts most basic sense,
supports the notion that knowledge and what istoitesd as knowledge, is socially
constructed. It contests the notion that learmnmgerely a transmission of information
from one to another, but rather views it as a pgea# collaboration, joint activity, and
shared knowledge (Mercer, 2000). Additionally, aisoultural theory posits language
and other symbol systems as mediators of humaonaesitiuated within specific social,
historical, and cultural contexts (Lewis, EncisoM®je, 2007). These sociocultural

factors help us to understand the thinking, leagnamd development of humans.

From a sociocultural perspective, then, humanseee as creatures who have a
unique capacity for communication and whose liviesrermally led within
groups, communities and societies based on shamgd ‘with words,’ ways of
thinking, social practices and tools for gettinoppgs done. (Mercer, 2004, p.139)

To appreciate this theoretical groundwork, | twrhte work of Soviet psychologist Lev
Vygotsky from whose roots derive an understandingaching and learning from a
sociocultural perspective.

Vygotsky, most noted for his development of a aalthistorical theory of
psychological development, emphasized socioculpn@desses as the main influence on
human mental development (Penuel & Wertsch, 1995he center of his theory lies the
understanding that human cognition and learningiiotwough interactions in cultural,

historical, and social contexts rather than arigingh within the individual person
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(Kozulin, Gindis, Ageyev, & Miller, 2003). In conptualizing the development of a
child’s speech and thought, Vygotsky (1986) indeddtthe true direction of the
development of thinking is not from the individdalthe social, but from the social to the
individual” (p. 36). In other words, thinking anidet development of our thoughts are
situated within the various social contexts surchng us and is a product of our
interactions. Through these social interactiongliseover the practices, discourses,
language and other knowledge symbols within theucell

Another important Vygotskian theory that is sigeafint for understanding the
theory ofcommunities of practicis his notion of semiotic mediation. Semiotic
mediation consists of tools, signs, and symbolstanted during the course of social
interaction (Holland et al., 1998). These socialigdiated resources not only shape
human activity, but they also serve to alter theaenvironments in which they are
constructed (Penuel & Wertsch, 1995).

Vygotsky placed greater emphasis on language thaother modality,
recognizing that “higher mental functioning is megdd by socioculturally evolved tools
and signs” (Wertsch, 1988, p. 85). The concerrifese semiotic tools becomes
important aspects of investigating social actiiécause they “develop within a locus of
social activity, a place in the social world, tidgntifies and organizes them” (Holland et
al., 1998, p. 36). Furthermore, these tools ard bgeeople as part of behavioral
routines, signs for others, and signs for managimgjrecting their own actions, serving
as the basic process in the formation of an ide(itiblland et al., 1998). Given that

semiotic mediation occurs wherever discourse oc¢thespurposes and uses of these
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tools, particularly language, become important weeamining how knowledge is
constructed and identities are shaped among tbbdesain the Writing Collaborative.

A final Vygotskian concept that serves to substdatmy use of the communities
of practice theory for investigating teacher writdntity is his emphasis on the
“collective.” According to this concept, “carryiraut activity is a joint-collective
enactment by a group of people through their sactataction” (Davydov & Kerr, 1995,
p. 15). Though referring to the development ofdren and their interactions with adults
and others, Vygotsky's concept of the collectiva easily be applied to a group of
teachers because he believed that the consciousihassndividual first developed on
the social level between people then on the leivHeindividual. In this sense, the
knowledge built within the Writing Collaborativeeshs from the collective activity of the
teachers.

These Vygotskian constructs are significant faragihg learning and shaping
identities in a sociocultural context, specificadly they occur in communities of practice
such as a Writing Collaborative.

Communities of Practice

No matter of age, gender, race or occupation, aghs we have all been
members of a community of practice at some timguinlives. In fact, Wenger (1998)
argued that communities of practices can be fowedygvhere, supporting his claim that
most people hold multiple memberships in a vargtyommunities of practice. These
“groups of people who share a concern or a passrsomething they do and learn how

to do it better as they interact regularly” (Wend@$06) form through all kinds of social
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activities, such as our hobbies, families, headite @and business organizations, and
school settings among others. To frame his thatgnger (1998) used a sociocultural
approach, specifically a social theory of learniaged on Vygotsky. In the sections that
follow | will outline the major concepts and elenteassociated with the communities of
practice theory and its goodness of fit for thisdgt focusing on learning as social
participation in which members are active partioiigan the practices of the community
and author identities in relation to the community.
A Social Theory of Learning

There are many theories that address the waysichwie learn. In fact, many of
these theories stem from the fields of social pskatjy and anthropology, debunking
traditional notions of learning (Hodkinson & Hodkon, 2004) found most often in
educational programs. Lave (1996), arguing in faofa social rather than a
psychological theory of learning, criticized resdaon learning that further marginalizes
and impoverishes the learner by focusing on legragan individualistic process. She

states,

It seems imperative to explore ways of understaptiarning that do not
naturalize and underwrite divisions of social inggy in our society. A
reconsideration of learning as a social, colle¢tra¢her than individual,
psychological phenomenon offers the only way beybwedcurrent state of affairs
that | could envision at the present time. (p.)149

Her concern, particularly as it applies to teackand learning in an educational setting,

was that too much research puts the center oftatteon the teacher and instruction by
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way of prescribed curriculum, methods, and progreattser than on the learning of the
learner.

In their earlier work, Lave & Wenger (1991) decthf&earning is not merely
situated in practice—as if it were some indepengentfiable process that just happened
to be located somewhere; learning is an integndlqfaenerative social practice in the
lived-world” (p. 35).Wenger (1998), in proposing the social theory aféng to which
he subscribes, noted several assumptions thamefbhis proposal: (a) humans are
innately social, (b) knowledge represents competeespective to valued enterprises, (c)
knowing is active engagement in the world, andd€dining produces meaning. Armed
with these assumptions, he placed learning threoghal participation as the primary
focus of this theory. “Participation here refers just to local events of engagement in
certain activities with certain people, but to arenencompassing process of being active
participants in the practices of social communiéied constructing identities in relation
to these communities” (p. 4).

Four main axes come together to form the framewbM/enger’s (1998) social
theory of learning: (a) social structure, (b) ated experience, (c) social practice, and (d)
identity. In his previous work with Jean Lave (La&&Venger, 1991), the theories of
social structure and situated experience were @etthe concept dégitimate
peripheral participationused to denote learning. They studied variousnconities of
practice, including midwives, butchers, tailorsg amon-drinking alcoholics, to explore
the negotiations of meaning and practices thag¢ceftd the community. The focus of

their work looked at how newcomers were apprenticelthe community. The
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apprenticeship metaphor demonstrates how learrdagrs in informal learning
communities where novices learned through obsenvatind work with knowledgeable
others (Rogoff, 1994). However, largely unexplofean the original theory was a
specific focus on the latter two axes of identitg &ocial practice which have now been
given utmost priority in Wenger’s theory today @ahds more appealing for those
interested in researching learning in a sociale@drduch as educational settings. This
focus on identities in practice is one element thatle the Writing Collaborative ideal
for studying the ways in which teachers negotiaeddentity as a writer.
The Model

The notion of a community is definitely not a neancept. Since the beginning of
human existence, man has formed and engaged imedyvaf social settings, reflecting
their work, interests, relationships, and sociptakuits. Communities of practice, its
conceptualization and application, can be founekgearch in the fields of business,
management, information and technology, policyustd/, medical and healthcare,
organizations, (Amin & Roberts, 2006; Barton & Tingt 2005; Wenger, 2004) and most
recently its application in the field of educatmwith a focus on teachers, including
beginning teachers (Cuddapah & Clayton, 2011; Watsldones, 2012), science
educators (Avery & Carlsen, 2001; Fazio, 2009; dvitp, 2002), and teacher education
(Au, 2002).

The model consists of four interdependent comp@aammunity, practice,
meaningandidentity. Wenger (1998) described communities of praaga group of

individuals who share an interest and a passioa fmarticular subject. Learning occurs
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within the community through the changing partitipa, development of practices,
(Lave, 1996; Lave & Wenger, 1991) and the negatmatf the identities of its members
(Wenger, 1998). Specifically,ammunityis formed through mutual engagement, a joint
enterprise, and a shared repertoire (Wenger, 1988he center of this formation
resides the collective learning of the communitynmbers. The concept pfacticeis the
cohesive factor surrounding the community agférs to the shared enterprises, both
explicit and tacit, by which members are able tst@n mutual engagement (Wenger,
1998; 2000). “It is doing in a historical and sd@antext that gives structure and
meaning to what we do. In this sense, practiedways social practice” (Wenger, 1998,
p. 47). Meaningis negotiated within a community of practice aneximicably linked to
identity (Wenger, 1998). Therefore, through meaningfutip@ation, individuals and
groups make meanings and shape and mold ider{titiegdapah & Clayton, 2011).

Lave and Wenger (1991) posited communities of praetfford members an
opportunity to absorb gradually and to be absorbtxda culture of practice whereby
shared meanings, belonging, and increased unddmstgnare the outcomeReification
according to Wenger (1998), is “the process ofrgiMiorm to our experience by
producing objects that congeal this experiencetimdthingness’™ (p. 58). However,
reification does not simply imply formation of objs; it can refer to both process and a
product. Reification then becomes the tools wetasplay” in the community, helping
to shape our experience.

One of the most important concepts in Wenger's 81 #9eory of communities of

practice is that ofdentity. Unlike the previous co-authored text on legitienpéripheral
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participation with Jean Lave, Wenger, in this egishtheory, views identity as a
significant component of a social theory of leagniAccording to Wenger, our identities
are built through the negotiations of meaning vattdmmunities of practice. Because
there is a succinct connection between one’s ieatid practice, formation of a
community becomes a site of negotiation and rem&gm as members figure out “ways
of being a person in that context” (p.148). Irstbénse, the practices of the community
become vital to the shaping of our identities ashers. While many scholars have
defined and recognized identity, often in confiigtways, Wenger specifically defines
identity in this way:
Who we are lies in the way we live day to day, jnst in what we think or say
about ourselves, though that is of course partghiyt part) of the way we live.
Nor does identity consist solely of what othersikhor say about us; though that
too is part of the way we live. Identity in praetis defined socially not merely
because it is reified in a social discourse ofsié and of social categories, but

also because it is produced as a lived experiehparticipation in specific
communities. (p. 151)

A final element in Wenger’s (1998) communities cdgtice theorys that of
identification and negotiability. According to Wger, “our identities form in this kind of
tension between our investment in various formisadénging and our ability to negotiate
the meanings that matter most in those contexksntity formation is thus a dual
process” (p. 190). In other words, our participatin a community shapes our identities
as members, but also as members of the communipog&ess the ability to shape the
community. In order to shape the community, memberst negotiate the meanings

important within that community. This negotiatiomails engaging with the members of
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the community, contributing to the meaning makih¢ghe community, recognizing a
joint undertaking, and sharing resources (Wend#98)1L

Although communities of practice theory has begpliag minimally in
educational research, generally in studies refateeacher education and beginning
teachers, as compared to other fields, studiehthat been conducted argued for the
benefits of teachers engaging in communities oftpre, particularly in content-area
disciplines like science and math. Fazio (2009)is case study of secondary science
teachers, determined that participation in a comtyur practice focused on science
inquiry through action research positively impaatetlaboration and reflection about
curriculum and instructional practices. Furthereyahe teachers in the study
experienced change in their views of science iryguethods and an increase in self-
efficacy as teachers of science. Cuddapah anddigy2011), in the their study of a new
teacher cohort, determined that teachers’ engagaméme practices of the community
supported teachers in making meaning of their egpees as new science teachers and
their pursuits to embrace new identities as teachkr a similar study focused
exclusively on the teaching and learning of scieaery and Carlsen (2001) explored
science teachers’ participation in external comiesiof practice, providing them
opportunities to engage in authentic science legrnApparent from the study was the
idea that teachers’ beliefs about students’ akititgonduct science research stem from
their own experiences with science and identiteesaentists as illuminated by
participation in authentic settings for scienceagegnent. Finally, Hodges and Cady

(2012) concluded that teachers’ mathematics idesatibke shape across multiple
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communities that focus on the teaching and learafngath. As teachers move in and
out of these communities, many of which includehsactivities as mathematics
workshops, professional development sessions,eauthér groups, they carry with them
identities that require reconciliation and negatiatoetween the conflicting goals and
beliefs of each one. These studies demonstratéethehers’ learning in content specific
communities of practice serve as contexts for expoand negotiating new identities.
Identities as members are in part how individual®e to participate and make sense of
their participation in a community. Thereforeisitmportant to understand the nature of
identities and how they are defined.

Identities

Although the concept of identity continues to hedgtd and defined in various
ways, researchers generally agree on several elenwem identities are fluid and ever-
changing; they are situated and determined by peointext at any given time and
influenced by communities through our lived expecis.

Defining identity, however, is a challenging taskidentity has been, and
continues to be, studied and defined in a variéfiettls, particularly in the area of social
sciences and humanities, including psychology,atogy, anthropology, cultural studies,
and education where work in identity has examinatth Btudents’ and teachers’
identities. A review of the literature in differtelirelds produces various definitions of
identity, nuances that reflect the philosophica&miation the researcher brings to a study.
The concept of identity ranges from discussionisleftity as a self-concept concerned

with beliefs and knowledge to cultural identitywich a person is identified with certain
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cultural or ethnic groups to a sociolinguist defon that draws heavily from the
language one uses to communicate or be recognizadaertain person” (Gee, 2001) to
the idea of multiple identities constructed throwegtture and individual agency (Holland
et al., 1998). As a result, identity, its concepaaion, definition, and application, are
important to understanding how it “can be usedraaralytical tool for studying
important issues of theory and practice in eduoatiGee, 2001, p.100).

In forming my own definition of identity, | drewdm several identity theories
within sociocultural and sociohistorical theoryvesll as conceptual understandings
derived from research. Specifically, | drew frone theoretical work of Wenger (1998),
Holland, et al. (1998), and Bakhtin (1981). Figallfound it helpful to draw from
Danielewicz’s (2001) and Alsup’s (2006) researchieather identities with preservice
teachers to help me explain the role of discoursenderstanding how teachers negotiate
identities as writers.

Defining Identity

| begin with a quote from Jane Danielewicz (20@Bt summarizes my
immediate notion of identity. She states, “Ident#tyur understanding of who we are and
who we think other people are. Reciprocally, ipadmcompasses other people’s
understanding of themselves and others (which dedws)” (p. 10). In other words, |
define identity as who we feel we are in the wantdl how others see us. Additionally, |
view identities as fluid, in a constant state adrotpe, multiple. We have identities that
encompass our various ways of being, situated—uageiit upon contextlialogic—

shaped by our interactions with others, and sgcddbveloped. As a result, discourses,
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“ways of interacting socially significant identii@nd associated practices in society
through language (social language) and ways ofi@cinteracting, valuing, knowing,
believing and using things, tools, and technologiesppropriate times and places” (Gee,
2011, pp.108-109) become a vital part of my dabnit From this perspective, discourse
is linked to identity. Discourse is not just laage, our acts of speaking and writing; it
also involves those practices that become a paitiloéngagement in specific contexts.
For example, a group of teacher writers may takdisqgourses that reflect writer
identities such as talk about composing text, slggpieces of writing, keeping a journal,
using the language of a writer, or using a writéo@ls. Collectively, these discourses,
the way they use language to reflect on theseipescand the meanings they make of
them, act as mediators, helping to shape theitittkshas writers. The collective learning
that takes place among the teachers results ipréwtices that serve to form the
community and “the negotiation of ways of beingeason in that context” (Wenger,
1998, p. 149). For this reason, | turn first te doncept of identities in practice to
undergird the theoretical concepts that inform rafjrdtion of identity and the ways in
which this study approached identity work.
Identities in Practice

Lave and Wenger (1991) describe legitimate pergilhgarticipation as situated
learning through concrete activity in social engagat. In this manner, newcomers to
the community arrive, learn from, and contributéhte activities of the established
community. Over time, these newcomers are appehtiy the old-timers into the

community and transform their identities from nemw&ss to members. This negotiation
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of identity is ongoing as teachers engage in thetpes and meaning making of the
community (Wenger, 1998). Therefore, “identitiesdrme important outcomes of
participation in communities of practice” (Hollaetlal., 1998, p. 57). As such,
newcomers eventually learn how to talk, behave,thimk like full-fledged members of
the community, inextricably linking their identiiend practices. Wenger (1998) quickly
pointed out that our membership in a communitynly @ne of many possible identities.
He recognized that our identities are not formen@etely inside the community, that
we bring identities from other communities, cregtin“nexus of multi-membership” (p.
159). Unlike some theories of identity that camble into categories, labels, or roles,
identities in practice are lived experiences onelirch identities are constantly
negotiated in a social context.

For Wenger (1998), there is a distinct connectietwieen identity and practice.
Historically and socially, practice includes whastated, but also what is implied. It
includes the language, tools, documents, procedres, and shared understandings
developed over time that comes to constitute timenconity (Wenger, 1998). It is
through practice that a community is formed andpilaee where negotiation of identities

are found. In this respect, Wenger understoodameggotiation

...may be silent; teachers may not necessarily tiaictly about that issue. But
whether or not they address the question diretttgy deal with it through the
way they engage in action with one another andadétaone another. Inevitably,
our practices deal with the profound issue of howd a human. (p. 149)

The work of identity, therefore, is ongoing, a “stemt becoming” (p. 154). In doing so,

we constantly revise or acquire new identities agwove through a succession of
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participatory forms. As a result, our identitiesnfiotrajectories within and across the
various communities of practices of which we arenibers. These various trajectories,
continuous and fluid, provide access within, arquorcut of the community and create
occasions for renegotiating one’s identities, givineaning to their engagement in
practice (Wenger, 1998).

Wenger (1998) offered these characterizationsdw é parallel between identity

and practice that highlight its rich and completatien:

(1) Lived. Identity is not merely a category, a personaligyttra role, or a label;
it is more fundamentally an experience that invsligeth participation and
reification. Hence it is more diverse and more ptax than categories, traits,
roles, or labels would suggest.

(2) Negotiated.Identity is a becoming; the work of identity is-going and
pervasive. Itis not confined to specific periaddife, like adolescence, or to
specific settings, like the family.

(3) Social. Community membership gives the formation of idgra
fundamentally social character. Our membershipifests itself in the
familiarity we experience with certain social corite

(4) A learning processAn identity is a trajectory in time that incorpbes both
past and future into the meaning of the present.

(5) A nexus.An identity combines multiple forms of memberstiipough a
process of reconciliation across boundaries oftmac

(6) A local-globalinterplay. An identity is neither narrowly local to activities
nor abstractly global. Like practice, it is inty of both. (p. 163)

These parallels summarize the concept of identjtgdpturing the connection between
individual engagement and the formation of commesibf practice.
Lave and Wenger (1991) and Wenger (1998) offedaalilens for examining the

ways teachers in the Writing Collaborative negetidentities as writers. None of the
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teachers in the study had ever been involved inriing Collaborative or group, and
thus were newcomers, making it interesting to olsbow they contributed to the
construction of the communities of practice and hiogy enacted membership in it.
The Work of Holland and Colleagues

Situated in anthropological and cultural studies tmllowing Mead, Holland et
al. (1998) posited that identities develop throgghial practice. They argue that when
we tell others who we are we are also telling duese and in turn, we attempt to behave
as though we are what we claimed. Similar to Lawet\Wenger (1991) and Wenger
(1998), Holland and her colleagues

focus on the development of identities and agepegific to practices and

activities situated in historically contingent, &dky enacted, culturally

constructed “worlds”: recognized fields or framésacial life, such as romance,
mental illness and its treatment, domestic relatiéticoholics Anonymous,

academia, and local politics. (p. 7)

There are similarities between Holland et al. @%nd Wenger’'s (1998) concept
of identity that further enrich the conceptual feamork for this study. First, the notion of
figured worldsis similar to Wenger’'s communities of practice. ldotl and her
colleagues referred to a figured world as “a sbcehd culturally constructed realm of
interpretation in which particular characters aotbes are recognized, significance is
assigned to certain acts, and particular outcomeesadued over others” (Holland et al.,
1998, p. 52). Figured worlds serve as the contaxtiie meanings people make of
actions, behaviors, performances, and understasidiipemselves. In other words, they

provide the context for people’s activities andgies, thus a location for the formation
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of identities. Thus for this study, the Writing l&borative became a figured world, a
community of practice, where teachers engagedeamthactice of writing, negotiated
meaning, and formed identities as writers.

Another parallel between Holland et al. (1998) svehger (1998) that lends
support to my conceptual framework is the emphafsidentities in practice and the
negotiation of identity. Holland et al., drawingifin Bakhtin, refer to this context of
identity as a “space of authoring.” In construgtmeaning, we “author” the world,
drawing from the words, languages, and voices loérst (Holland et al., 1998).
According to Bakhtin (1981), language is neveranyit and each utterance is laced with
specific social, historical, and cultural momenits.other words, “when we speak, we
take up the social languages and genres thatraadglin existence in the language and
cultural communities in which we actively particiga(Lee, 2004, p. 129). In this way,
meanings of the words we use are continually shapddeshaped as we engage in
dialogue and are exposed to various speakers’ y¥¢Mercer, 2000). These “voices”
typically involve tension (Holland et al., 1998)wase struggle to hear our own voices,
constructing our identities in the process. Famegle, Dix (2012), studying primary
teachers’ writing instruction, discovered that thegre challenged by the shifts in
identity made available to them through their owd athers’ writing discourses as they
engaged in conversations and collaborations abeirtteaching. Most sought to project
themselves as “certain kinds of writing teachergaged in certain kinds of practices” (p.

415).
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Although I envisioned the Writing Collaborativeasommunity of learners, a
place where it was possible to explore and “tinkith” writing, the constraints often
associated with “school writing,” its expectaticarsd packaged programs along with the
teachers’ competing identities as writers and teeschf writing required an orchestration
of these various voices (Holland et al., 1998) tuyie teachers. The intrusion of
identities and practices related to their scha@diseemed apparent.

Positioning as Identity

In understanding identity as a learning processctincept of positioning is
extremely helpful because it helps to explain tlagsvn which individuals construct
identities through participation in a social cornteis defined by Harré and van

Langenhove (1991),

positioning can be understood as the discursivetoaction of personal stories
that make a person’s actions intelligible and reddy determinate as social acts
and within which the members of the conversatiorelepecific locations. (p.
395)

In other words, our identities are shaped by oun perceptions and the perceptions of
others within specific contexts in which we positiourselves or are positioned by others
(McCarthey & Moje, 2002). Holland et al. (1998ntended that individuals figure who
they are and who others are through narrativestorgllines that position them in social
and cultural ways. Therefore, positioning can take forms: (a) reflexive positioning in
which individuals position themselves and (b) iat#ive positioning in which

individuals position others (Davies & Harré 199@uring social interaction individuals

constitute and reconstitute who they are by pgaitng in various discursive practices,
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much of which takes place during conversation (Bsand Harré 1990). In a dialogic
exchange individuals always utter from a particplasition (Bakhtin, 1981). Therefore,
“positioning locates people in a particular conetimal space” (Yamakawa, Forman,
Ansell, 2005).

Although an under-researched area of identity amgbrtant to my research, only
a few recent studies have examined the ways inhwte@chers are positioned and
position themselves as writers in the writing adlaesn (Cremin & Baker, 2010). Cremin
& Baker (2010) examined two primary teachers otimgi and their talk around written
text they produced as models alongside childresingJpositioning theory as a lens for
examining the teachers’ writer identities enactethe classroom, the researchers
discovered teachers experienced conflicts as teggtrated the boundary between seeing
themselves as writers and writer-teachers. Inae@ study, McKinney and Giorgis
(2009) conceptualized discourse as one of positgpderived from autobiographical
texts, observations, and interviews. They usedeatitheory from sociolinguistics,
predominantly the work of Gee and Wortham, to sarfigte their use of texts to
examine the ways in which literacy specialists @ened and positioned themselves as
writers and teachers of teachers of writing. Lamgguapecifically the autobiographical
text, was just one approach for building the litgrapecialists’ identities. Gee (2011)
explains, “Making visible and recognizalviénowe are anavhatwe are doing always
involves a great deal more than ‘just language”34). In order to uncover the literacy
specialists’ identities, the researchers had tonex@the various discourses within the

context of their social practice. These multipkcdurses, for some of the specialists,
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worked in conflicting ways as they attempted toigate identities as a writers and, by
virtue of their position, as teachers of teachénsrding.

Positioning provides a useful framework for examgthe norms and practices
through which identity construction occurs in conmities of practice (Yamakawa,
Forman, Ansell, 2005). Using positioning, | exantittiee dialogic interactions of the
Writing Collaborative, which allowed me to expldhe ways in which the teachers
positioned themselves or others as writers ancheraof writing.

Studies inTeachers’ Identities: Perspectives from the Field

In reviewing recent literature on identity workjgta challenge to arrive at a
concise definition of identity that is consistent@ss the field of education. In their
review of teacher education literature, for exampkauchamp and Thomas (2011)
discovered specific issues regarding a definitibteacher identity, issues related to the
role of self, agency, and emotion and the greaterad narrative and discourggespite
the variations, the theory of identity and its tethconcepts have been seen as an
important analytical tool (Gee, 2001) for underdiag teacher identities in teacher
education programs, literacy studies, and for msifsal educators in the field.

Additionally, discourse has been cited as a powedncept in many recent
definitions and studies as a way to examine, pdaity, how pre-service and beginning
teachers negotiate identities (Beauchamp & Tho2@El). Therefore, from a research
perspective, the work of Jane Danielewicz (2001) lzer proposal for pedagogy of

identity development with preservice teachers amgttlAlsup’s (2006) teacher identity
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discourses were helpful in my exploration of teastas writers, particularly the ways in
which identities were produced through participaiio discourse.

Danielewicz (2001), using primarily interviews agpwith written artifacts and
informal observations, traced the developmentxtgidents through the teacher
education program in which she taught. Uniqueetostudy was the pedagogical
approach she utilized in her work with the studémis quest to uncover not only the
process of identity construction, but also the famrks for assisting students in this
identity developmentincluding engagement in multiple discourses. Mahthe
examples she used to illustrate the ways in whiehssipports teacher identity
development in her classroom was through the useibhg and collaborative
environments This type of pedagogy is “the process of stnaetuof activities,
interactions, events, and assignments in teacliogrding to the ideas that are congruent
with or grow out of theories of identity developntiefDanielewicz, 2001, p.133).

According to Danielewicz (2001), discourses sewva gaowerful means through
which identities are produced. “Discourse, whicmenifested through language,
consists of a system of beliefs and attitudes ahaes that exist within particular social
and cultural practices” (p. 11). Thus, identityel®ps through social interaction and
engagement with a multitude of discourses of whaclgyuage is the primary focuss a
result, a discourse community emerges and its menave recognized by those who
“speak the same language” (p. 22). With that diddanielewicz made clear that one’s
identities cannot beimply reduced to something concrete or recogieztitsough

language. Instead identities are formed througlgs®es. “The bottom line is that no
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matter what the context, we are continually engagdxtcoming something or someone”
(p-10. As a community of practice, the Writing Collabtve served as the context for
negotiating writer identities, not only from itsmaative practices, but also through the
discourses it fostered.

Another significant concept that Danielewi@001) presented in her work
relevant to this study was that of a collectiveniity. Throughout her study of the
preservice teachers, Danielewicz not only expléheddentity constructions of the

individual students, but also the identity of tihedents as a group of teachers.

Collective identities arise, like individual idetndis, through social interactions
but particularly when those interactions occurrmmund institutions (the public
high school, the University) and with group insglécooperating teachers,
university supervisors, and school administrat@syial categorization
experiences (instances when other people recogaoizas a member of a group
or not) are especially relevant in constructing@ssional identities. (p.112)

Although defined within the context of the teachducation program, the idea of a
collective identity has significance in relationthe identities that emerged of the Writing
Collaborative. In other words, being recognizea agiter or non-writer and accepted by
or not accepted by other teachers in the Writinja®orative as a writer was crucial in
terms of the Collaborative’s sustainability as enawunity of writers.Danielewicz (2001)
stated, “When individuals are working together, ¢bélective, public, social aspects of
identities are reinforced” (p. 149). As Wenger9@Pemphasized, participation shapes
our experiences, and it also shapes those commsimitiwhich we participate.

Therefore, “our ability (or inability) to shape tpeactice of our communities is an

important aspect of our experience of participafrb7).
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In a similar study, Alsup (2006) explored the idgndevelopment of six
preservice English education students. Alsup, drgyrimarily from the work of James
Gee, the notion of multiple discourses, and nareainalysis, used the concept of
borderland discourse as a metaphor to illustrate preservice teachers transition from
being students to becoming teachers. For Alsupceqatualizing identity as a narrative
allowed her to uncover a “borderland discourse”dtedents encountered as they
struggled with forming their identities as professl teachers. This discursive space,
where the personal and professional selves ofrégepvice teachers often came in
contact, created a tension and dissonance, “leadward the ideological integration of
multiple senses of self” (p. 36). Alsup claimedttpeeservice teachers often have to give
up some portion of their personal selves as thastorm into professional educators,
therefore, she proposed a binary notion of teaicteertity whereby the students exhibited
tension between their personal and professionaéselThe simplistic view of
professional identity is learning the rules or takup the tools of the trade. “However,
reaching the in-between ground, the place of bewgnthe space of ambiguity and
reflection,is the goal — this is the space with which we wamtpreservice teachers to
experiment” (p. 9).

Alsup’s (2006) study, more importantly the notmfrborderland discourse, is
important to the study of teacher identity. It vpasnarily through borderland discourse
that the preservice teachers were able to merdegsssonal and professional
subjectivities, thus helping to form a professiadeahtity as a teacher. Most often, the

tension during this process conjured up cognitigs@hance, emotional discomfort, and
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contrasting ideologies of what it meant to be ahea. However, encouraging a
borderland discourse was necessary, and in order sniccessful teachers, “they must
have experience with transformational discoursehlblps them integrate their various
personal and professional spaces” (p. 144).

In sum,when viewed as a socially constructed procesdptineation of identities
relies upon interactions in social and culturalteats of which multiple discourses play a
key role. Who we are is shaped by these variootegts along with our self-perceptions
in these contexts as well as how others see usvomre are positioned as a result
(McCarthy & Moje, 2002). Furthermore, as activadeers in a variety of discourses, we
have the ability to shape our selves. Likewisscalirses can affect the development of
our identities (Danielewicz, 2001). These concepasipled with the theory of
communities of practice, were important to the fation of the Writing Collaborative in
which active engagement and teacher interactiooroed.

Discourse

Defining Discourse

The aforementioned studies beg the question “Wéhdisicourse?” Discourse has
become an important theoretical perspective fonemimg teaching and learning in
social settingsas evidenced by the work of Danielewicz (2001) Alstip (2006),
althoughits application can be found in a variety of didicies, particularly in the area of
sociolinguistics (Gee & Green, 1998). To alignhatihe dynamic and complex nature of
classrooms and other school settings, researaheduication have woven, combined,

and, in some cases, developed other approachasiiodiscourse (Gee & Green, 1998;



45

Rex et al., 2010). Specifically, discourse anaalisse analysis approaches in education
have been used to understand how knowledge isrootest in social contexts and how
this knowledge shapes and is shaped by the vagisaarsive activity; to examine the
practices that are taken up within a social seti@®ee & Green, 1998gnd more recently
to explore issues of teacher identity (Alsup, 2006hen, 2010; Danielewicz, 2001; Dix,
2012; McKinney & Giorgis, 2009).

Many definitions of discourse occur in both themadtand empirical literature
and are derived from a variety of disciplines sasHinguistics, sociology, anthropology,
psychology, sociolinguistics and literacy studigsoag others (Alsup, 2006; Gee &
Green, 1998). Thus, explicitly defining one’s uredanding of discourse becomes of
great importance in terms of a research studytoHézlly, discourse from a
sociolinguistic perspective meant the use of lagguduring the act of speaking
particularly language that was beyond a singleesexa (Erickson, 2004). With the
influence of theorists such as Foucault and Bourdlee meaning of discourse among
sociolinguists was expanded to include written leage, a person's way of dress, use of
social space, and any use of signs that impliechmga about how one was positioned or
positioned oneself in the environment. Moreovemeaheorists contend that discourse is
contextually, historically, and socially producddherefore, researchers are interested in
analyzing not only spoken and written language dtga the practices, symbols, tools,
ideas, objects and resources an individual or gaoduipdividuals use to represent and

create meaning (Alba-Juez, 2009; Erickson, 2004).



46

The work of James Gee (2011), a sociolinguist aading educator, and his
conceptualization of discourse and its connectoidéntity supported this examination
of secondary English teachers’ negotiations ofrtickeintities within the Writing
Collaborative. As Gee stated, “When any human baatg and interacts in a given
context, others recognize that person as actingrdedhcting as a certain ‘kind of
person’ or even as several different ‘kinds™ () 9n this manner, our identities are
linked to our various performances in society (G¥#)1). Gee placed emphasis on
context and building identities in and through laage, arguing that language is a tool
for building identities and getting recognized ineatain way, in a certain time, and in a

certain place.

In the broadest sense, we make meaning by usiggdae to say things that, in
actual contexts of use, amount, as well, to ddmggs and being things. These
things we do and are (identities) they come totemithe world and they, too,
bring about other things in the world. We use laggto build things of the
world and to engage in world building. (p. 16)

From this perspective, language is more than justhécle for communicating
information; languagallows us to do things and to be things. It allmsgo engage in
actions and activities and take on different idegiwithin various social contexts (Gee,
2011).

People build identities and participate in actestnot just through language, but
also by integrating “language together with othaff$(Gee, 2011, p.28) To clarify this
“other stuff,” Gee made a distinction between disse with a capital “D” and discourse

with a lower case “d” (language-in-use) in descrgonis theory. He defined Discourse,
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with a capital “D,” as the ways in which “languagetions, interactions, ways of
thinking, believing, valuing, and using various $ots, tools, and objects to enact a
particular sort of socially recognizable identify. 29). In other words, it takes more
than just language to shape our identities. Thehexa in the Writing Collaborative
participated in the discourses of the communityhagking like writers, talking like
writers, using the tools of writers, composing $ex@nd sharing these texts. In essence,
the teachers were able to “pull off” writers’ discees. Gee referred to these as a type of
“identity kit,” one in which a persounses specific language, actions, tools, and bdtefs
be recognized as a specific person (identity) wigages in specific activities (practices)
(Gee, 2001; 2011).
A Bakhtinian Lens

The major concepts of discourse and language haiiM. Bakhtin serve to
further enrich the conceptualizations of languagg identity presented in this chapter.
According to Bakhtin, (1986) everything we do asnlams involves the use of language.
Bakhtin’s (1981) highly complex concept of languagel the ways in which it evolves
within social interaction is an important conceptonsider when examining a social
theory of learning, particularly for illuminatingihguage use. For Bakhtin (1981),
“verbal discourse is a social phenomenon—socialujnout its entire range and in each
and every of its factors, from the sound imagéeofurther reaches of abstract meaning”
(p- 259). In this senskanguage and social interaction are woven togethereate
dialogue. It is through dialogic exchange thatwlealge is constructed and selves are

shaped (Danielewicz, 2001).
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Dialogism (Bakhtin, 1981) is a key concept applethnguage, allowing us to
conceive how learning takes place in a social emvirent. According to Bakhtin,
language is in the form of individual utterancekbjah are laced with multiple meanings
from other voices. The dialogic nature of languagéakhtinian terms, indicates that no
one speaker’s words are truly his or her own. sseace, the dialogic exchange consists
of two parts: utterance and answer. A speakés oat and another responds (Bakhtin,
1981), serving to create meaning between speakmsrang social interaction, speakers
build on utterances from one another; making theda/they use “half someone else’s”
(p- 293). In this way, the utterance of one speake the answer of another form the
significant aspects of dialogic exchange (Danietew2001). As dialogue continues,
individuals alternate between being speakers atehiers, actively orienting themselves
to response and understanding (Bakhtin, 1986)su&h, “the social knowledge or
experience that is created between speakers @endrs is always a collaborative,
mutual effort” (Danielewicz, 2001). It is at thigersection where the seeds of learning
take place, recognizing that the production of nmeam dialogue is a continual activity
(Holland, et al., 1998). Therefore “inpaoductive language-learning environment, the
learner is subject to a rich and varied range t&rahces and is encouraged to participate
in the discourse” (Landay, 2004). In sum, Bakl(1i®81) described the exchange this
way:

The living utterance, having taken meaning and sl particular historical

moment in a socially specific environment, canmdttb brush up against

thousands of living dialogic threads, woven by eadeological consciousness

around the given object of an utterance; it cafaibto become an active
participant in social dialogue. (p.276)
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Using a Bakhtinian lens, one can imagine a commuwiipractice where language is
rich, social interaction is lively, and teacherarghideas through discursive practices
(Landay, 2004).

Talk as Discourse

Linguistically, when we think of language, speakargl writing immediately
come to mind. While many of us may not write atoasistent basis, talk, however, is a
daily occurrence for almost all of us. Talk, agscdurse, is always accomplished locally,
is influenced by the social environment (Ericks®®04), and ultimately serves as a tool
for making meaning. “We cannot, then, understamgliage use simply in terms of
information transfer between individuals. Everydime talk with someone, we become
involved in a collaborative endeavor in which measi are negotiated and some
common knowledge is mobilized” (Mercer, 2000, p. 6een in this way, talk can
generate group knowledge, what Mercer calls calle¢hinking.

Examining talk in social settings, particularlysdaooms or professional
development settings (Clark & Florio-Ruane, 200Ertér, 2000; Mercer & Howe,
2012), has been one method for exploring teachewladge, learning, and identity
(Cohen, 2010; Deneroff; 2006; Fairbanks & LaGrdi#)6). Fairbanks and LaGrone
(2006) used talk as discourse to examine the vea@hers in a research group negotiated
and transformed representations of their pract®eecifically, they analyzed exploratory
talk (Mercer, 2000) as a way to understand howehehers constructed knowledge
about their practice. The authors concluded thatfiorms of talk interacted in complex

ways to support teacher reflection and the transéion of their understanding of
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research and practice” (Fairbanks & LaGrone, 2p0B4). Cohen (2010) also used talk
as discourse to study teachers’ professional ilennd negotiations within professional
conversations regarding curriculum and instructibising discourse theory from Gee,
Cohen coinedhe term “teacher identity talk” to identify thrgges of talk from the data
which consisted of observations of planning andgssional development meetings and
informal conversations. These types of talk incthdersonal storytelling, reflective talk,
and analytical talk. Cohen’s findings indicatedttteachers used reflective talk more
often as a strategy for contextualizing and reczggiprofessional identity bids. Finally,
Deneroff (2006) utilized specific theorists (VygdogsLave and Wenger) to define a
discourse of inquiry among high school sciencehteexcwith talk as a mediator.
Analysis of talk from professional development g&ass provided a method for
uncovering identities in that it revealed “takensasired meanings attached to teachers’
ideas about practice” (Deneroff, 2006, p.16).

Additionally, another line of research of talk thetds conceptual support to my
theoretical framework is the work conducted by Ndrcer (2000). Through
observational studies of children’s conversatidistcer and colleagues (Mercer &
Howe, 2012) identified three methods for analyZiypes of talk in classroom
interactions:disputationa) cumulative talkandexploratory talk. Disputationatalk is
marked by disagreement and individual decision n@kiThose involved in this sort of
talk do not try to work together or work out thdifferences. Cumulative talk involves
speakers building on what others have said. Qfisrtalk is positive and results in

cumulative knowledge. It is characterized by ripvet confirmatory, and elaborated
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talk. Speakers using cumulative talk might congtae other speaker’s statements or
thoughts, repeat a key idea stated, or take opmtds to expand a thought. Exploratory
talk involves speakers engaging in critical conggos in which ideas are negotiated and
decisions jointly made. Mercer (2000) pointed thatt in this type of talk “reasoning is
more visible” (p.146) and the knowledge producegublicly accountable. Speakers
using exploratory talk may question another spéalstatements, appropriately
challenge a speaker’'s comments, or suggest afmpadiscussion. “Language also
enables members to construct an identity for tipeitp, and roles and identities for
themselves within it” (p. 129).

Examining the conversations, the talk, which totdce among the teachers in the
Writing Collaborative, became essential to undediteg how they took up the practices
of the collaborative and enacted various writentdees.

| present this section on discourse and languagesvibreasons. First, it helped
to clarify my understanding of discourse and lamgguand its relationship to identity
construction. Also, it opened up possibilities &malysis of data, focusing on “teacher
identity talk” (Cohen, 2010, p. 474). More impantig, language and discourse were
central to understanding what took place insidé/tmiging Collaborative.

Unfortunately, Wenger's theory of communities odgice fails to make distinct
connections between language and meaning. Bantbiiasting (2005), however,
present a compelling collection of essays in thewk Beyond Communities of Practice:
Language, Power, and Social Conteagsisted by researchers in language, literacy,

discourse and power that extend the communiti@sadtice theory further. Their
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purpose was to uncover missed opportunities wiaerguage was key to the meanings

that were created.

Any theory of learning based on social practice tnasvitably, involve ways in
which meanings are invented and subtly transforméckeractions between
teachers in co-ordinated activities in a shareshsaad material world; and since
language and meaning are fundamental to humaritgctearning, thinking, and
knowing can occur only within a world which is salty and culturally structured
through language. (Lea, 2005)

Considering that the Collaborative’s activitiesparily resided in talk, my focus on
language and discourse and the contribution itdeéadhe theoretical framework for my
study, assisted in filling in these gaps.

The aforementioned theories and concepts, whichigenfeom a sociocultural
perspective, laid the groundwork for my investigatof teachers’ understandings of
writing and the ways in which they enacted the@mitties as writers and teachers of
writing within the Writing Collaborative. Althougthe theories and subsequent research
studies presented in this literature review protdideobust framework for this study,
minimal research has been conducted regardingsues of secondary English teachers’
identities as writers and the ways in which pgpation in a writing community and its
practices support identity work. Given that sopiatticipation as a process of learning
characterizes communities of practice, | was c@rioow English teachers, those who
typically bear the most responsibility for teachimgting, would interact and participate
in an environment in which they were the focushef earning. As | analyzed and
interpreted the data, | was most interested in teaghers defined writers and the

collective meanings they made about writing andessiand how they positioned
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themselves in relation to the practices and meamfighe community. Through the
discursive practices, | was curious as to howelaehers’ talk might function to answer
these wonderings: Why did some teachers not iyethiemselves as a writer, yet talked
about all the occasions for which they wrote? Wigye some teachers hesitant, fearful
even, to share their writing with others? Whatreections, if any, did teachers make
between their identities as writers and their wgtinstruction? The Writing

Collaborative provided an opportune space for tleapdorations to occur.
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CHAPTER IlI

METHODOLOGY

Whereas the great advance of the mirror was réflecand the great advance of

the window was transparent access, the lantereat gontribution is

illumination.

(Shank, 2006, p. 13)

| feel it important to outline my philosophical entation, including the

epistemological beliefs that assisted me in strumguthe framework for my study
(Merriam, 1998). As with all research, the philpsizal orientation, often called a
worldviewor paradigm sets the foundation for the overall design, sey¥o shape and
guide the inquiry, methodology, and research pmEseswell, 2003; Creswell & Plano
Clark, 2011; Schram, 2006). Therefore, a reseasckeowledge claim provides a set of
assumptions that the researcher brings to a stticbg{vell, 2003; Mertens, 1998).

As a researcher, | situated my research interagt@va social constructivist
paradigm. As such, | accept that there are maltiws from which to see the world,
stemming from one’s own experiences that are dgaahstructed and situated
(Mertens, 1998). According to Creswell (2003)paially constructed knowledge claim
consists of assumptions that "individuals seek tstdeding of the world in which they
live and work” (p. 8). In other words, individualenstruct reality as they interact in the

social world (Merriam, 1998). Creswell (2003) peiatout further that the goal of

research within this worldview is to represent agmas possible the individual’s views
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of the situation under study. In qualitative resbhathe meanings individuals create are
best studied and interpreted through social intemas and a focus on the specific
contexts in which they occur (Creswell, 2003). $am(2006) described, in detail, the

interpretive lens:

As an interpretivist researcher, your aim is toersthnd this complex and
constructed reality from the point of view of thagko live in it. Necessarily,
then, you are focused on particular people, in@adr places, at particular times
— situating people’s meanings and constructs wiilnich amid specific social,
political, cultural, economic, ethnic, and othentxtual factors. (p.45)

It was through direct engagement with the teacthatssuch realities were brought into
view, helping me to understand their experiencakenWriting Collaborative.
Research Goals

To substantiate my interest in thenemunities of practicekamework, | reflected
upon my personal, practical, and intellectual géa<onducting this study (Maxwell,
2005). Personally, my motivation for exploring teexs’ identities as writers stemmed
from my classroom experiences as a teacher oingrity literacy work with teachers,
and my endeavors as a writer. Practically, | wambeasist in the improvement of our
students’ writing performance, but also help stuslsee the value of writing in their
everyday lives. Intellectually, | wanted to undansl, as a teacher, what it meant to see
oneself as a writer and the implications this awass has on writing instruction, but also
how to foster these identities in the colleaguds whom | work. It was through these

beliefs, goals, and ideas that | approached thearel design for this study.
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Research Design
Why Qualitative Research?

Understanding the ways in which secondary Engésichers positioned
themselves and were positioned by others as wrigepsired a design approach that
garnered insights into the teachers’ experiencdsraanings created within a specific
context like the Writing Collaborative (Merriam,98). Therefore, to address the study’s
research questions, | utilized a qualitative appinda which the researcher collects,
analyzes, and interprets data in order to “undedstaphenomenon, a process, or the
perspectives and worldviews of the people involvgd’11). The decision to utilize a
gualitative approach was a purposeful, advantageoesproviding a better means for
examining the teachers’ experiences and meanimgséext within the natural context of
the phenomenon (Schram, 2006). Subsequently, @ajived approach to this study
provided opportunities: (a) to understand a phesymn for which minimal research has
been conducted, (b) to rely on the varied and pleltineanings of the teachers’
experiences, uncovering the complexity of viewsl @) to explore the processes and
interactions of the phenomenon with little disroptto the natural setting (Creswell,
2003). As addressed in the introduction and th@alesections of chapter two, issues of
writing and teacher identity are complex in theimoright and are recently debated and
explored in scholarly research. Therefore, a tptale approach to this study provided a
more comprehensive picture of teachers’ experieimcad/Vriting Collaborative and the

ways in which they positioned themselves as writers
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Case Study Approach

The design for this qualitative research was a sasty (Merriam, 1998). | chose
case study because its major strength is its yaliliexamine a case in depth within an
authentic setting (Yin, 2006). Moreover, a caselgtdesign is interested in “process
rather than outcomes, in context rather than aifsp&ariable, in discovery rather than
confirmation” (Merriam, 1998, p. 19). Case stuslylso delimiting, bound by a single
unit. The contexts in which this study was bounphetlided the Writing Collaborative
and its activities, the teachers’ area of licensum@ teaching assignment, and the
teachers’ experiences with writing. It was witkiiese contexts that | was able to explore
teachers’ experiences with writing and how theyceswriter identities.

My interpretations of the ways in which Englishdlears positioned themselves
as writers through involvement in a Writing Collasatve was well suited for an
interpretive case study investigation. The majmppse of an interpretive inquiry is to
investigate categories of meaning created by teacre understand how a specific
context influences their behaviors and actions @ah 2006). “As an interpretivist
researcher, your aim is to understand this comgteikconstructed reality from the point
of view of those who live in it” (p. 44). My focusas on particular people, secondary
English teachers; in particular places, a Writirgdl&orative; at particular times, during
one semester. In order to construct an interpoetatff the multiple meanings and voices
represented in this specific social context, it wasessary for me to have direct
interaction with the teachers, their perspectivestaeir behavior (Schram, 2006). As a

participant observer in this study | was able ternact with the teachers and engage in the
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Writing Collaborative, allowing me to make senseh& meanings they made of their
experiences.

Data collection for case study designs typicalbtudes interviews, observations,
and documents (Merriam, 1998; Yin, 1994, 2006)r this study, | collected data from
audiotaped pre and post interviews, videotapedreasens of the Writing Collaborative
sessions, and writing artifacts produced by teactering the study. Unlike other
research methods, the case study generally regheeesearcher to conduct data
collection and analysis simultaneously (Merriam98;9Yin, 2006). Therefore, | began
data analysis upon conducting the first intervievith teachers. The raw coding allowed
me to formulate emerging ideas and potential theamdsoded and analyzed subsequent
data during the study. This process was recursdggiiring me to constantly revisit data
and refine my analysis.

The rationale for selecting this design was thatrtature of teachers' identities as
writers and the ways in which they negotiate thdeatities are complex; therefore, the
case study design enabled me to get a realisticessn of the setting and experiences
of the teachers.

Discourse Analysis of Talk

Language and discourse were central to understauigénlearning that took place
in the Writing Collaborative. They also illumindtéhe normative practices of the
Writing Collaborative and the writer identities tieanerged. As discussed in chapter
two, Wenger’s communities of practice model ovekbssues of language and

discourse (Barton & Tusting, 2005). However, it waportant to examine the talk that
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took place during the Writing Collaborative sessitecause it was primarily through
talk that the members of the Collaborative perfatrard revised their writer identities.
This microanalysis of the data provided furtheighsinto the ways in which the
teachers negotiated identities as writers withe\Writing Collaborative.Typically,
research on teacher learning communities has dedemdinterviews, surveys, and
narrative accounts from field observations (Lit#802). However, a more fine-grained
analysis was needed in order to examine the pescéind talk that occurred within the
Writing Collaborative. Although the study desigpresent provided for multiple data
sources, it was in the recordings of naturally @gng interactions and events among the
Writing Collaborative teachers that | situated mafsiny theorizing of communities of
practice and negotiation of writer identities. \lélthese data certainly did not stand
alone, they did serve to embody the enacted pescttthe community, thus
illuminating the identity work that took place.

Drawing from sociocultural discourse analysis (M@r@000), | examined
“stretches of talk” (Fairbanks & LaGrone, 2006)rr¢he video recordings of the Writing
Collaborative sessions. Mercer’s typologydigputational, cumulativegndexploratory
talk served as a “useful frame of reference for makergss of the variety of talk”
(Mercer, 2004, p. 146) in relation to my researghggions. In order to isolate useful
episodes, | looked primarily for instances of cuativie and exploratory talk (words,
phrases, sentences, or extended dialodna would assist me in uncovering the
meanings teachers made about writing and themsabaag writers. Looking closely at

these “episodes of talk” (p.142) had strategic &ddy allowing me to start with small
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fragments as “a way of coping with the sheer dgrditalk and gesture” (Little, 2002, p.
920) found in the transcriptions of observationsderstandably, one significant concern
is the large data sets that accumulate in tranagrifecorded talk, forcing the researcher
to select representative data. Therefore, | wasaous to select the most salient data
that best represented the themes and categoriesntieaged.

Ultimately, sociocultural discourse analysis wasdu® assess the quality of the
interactions among the teachers in the collabaatind any changes that occurred over
time, helping me to understand how teachers takéeipractices of the collaborative,
share knowledge, make meaning, and negotiate toksndis writers. | explain in the data
analysis section of this chapter the ways in whigbked this approach to assist me in
answering my research questions.

| also drew from the concept of discursive positig to analyze the talk that
occurred in the Writing Collaborative, serving &veal enacted identities. Recognizing
the lack of attention to discourse in Wenger’'s nhodeaehan and McCarthy (2000)
argued that what is needed to examine participati@ocial activity is a “dialogue
between individual selves and communities of pcacéis our starting point, in
recognition of the unity and polyphony of interactiin the classroom” (p. 439). They
advocated a focus on discourse as a way to exdminendividuals relate themselves to
their surroundings. Positioning, they argue, useful tool when examining particular
practices in a community of practice because itattarizes the “shifting responsibilities
and interactive involvements” (p. 441) of its memsb@nd highlights “the manner in

which individuals’ positionings are mutually emengé&om particular discursive spaces”



61

(p- 449). In noting instances of positioning, émdified segments of discourse in which
teachers would bid for recognition, hold the floba conversation, or revoice the
utterances of others. These assessments allowéal ceéermine the ways in which
teachers positioned themselves as writers or wasiigned by others as writers.
Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to explore the wayghich secondary English
teachers negotiated meanings of writing and theraseds writers through engagement in

a Writing Collaborative. The study explored thiédaing questions:

How do secondary English teachers' identities @gmsrshape and how are they

shaped by the community of thériting Collaborative

a. What practices provide coherence to the Writingdbalrative?

b. What meanings do teachers make about writers ngrénd themselves as

writers within the Writing Collaborative?

Research Site and Teachers
The Writing Collaborative, composed of secondarglish teachers, was situated
in a rural school district in the Piedmont are&Nofth Carolina. The Starmount County
Schools (pseudonym) district consisted of twenkysshools: sixteen elementary, four
middle, four high, one early college, and one alé&ve school. Demographically, the
district housed approximately 14, 450 studentshiciv63.5% were White, 20.8%
Black, 9.9% Hispanic, .5% Asian, .3% American Imgiand 4.9% Multi-racial. Nearly

60 % of the students received free or reduced luAdtthe time of the study, 1,042



62

licensed, full-time teachers, 149 of which wereiblal Board Certified, taught in the
district. Each middle school had an average of himnguage Arts teachers while each
high school had an average of six English teacla¢tisyugh the early college and
alternative school employed two and one, respdgtive

Traditionally, the students in Starmount County &k had not performed well
on the North Carolina®7and 18' Grade Writing Assessments, which were dissolved in
2011 due to curriculum and assessment changes stdte. Prior to that time, scores
had remained low, with 65.8% or less of Starmoustiglents scoring at proficiency or
above (L. R. Johnson, personal communication, Nde&zd4, 2011). Despite these poor
statistics, writing, a brief implementation of “wng across the curriculum” and the NC
State Writing Training for grades 4, 7, and 10 ntitgtanding, continued to receive little
attention within the district in terms of addregsteachers’ instructional practices and
professional growth.

Starmount County School district was selected asétting for this study
because | had twenty-four years of experienceerdtktrict as an English Language Arts
(ELA) teacher, an ELA Lead Teacher K-12, and, attiime of the study, an Instructional
Coach at one of the high schools in which literexsgructional support was a focus.
During my career in the district, | provided statating training and professional
development on literacy for middle and high schteathers. Furthermore, | participated
in the development of the district’'s secondary iwgtcurriculum and created a writing
program for low performing seventh grade studémisile my selection of the research

site was a convenient one, my primary purposedtacsing Starmount County Schools
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stemmed from my sincere and passionate interegtiiimg and the ways in which my
research could support professional developmewntitmg for English teachers in the
district.
The Collaborative Space

For this case study, a Writing Collaborative serasdhe bounded system
(Creswell, 2003; Merriam, 1998) in which | explottbe ways in which secondary
English teachers’ positioned themselves as writedsing the National Writing Project
and its premise as a model, | constructed an emviemt where English teachers were
encouraged to explore themselves as writers. Uhigddstional professional development
opportunities for teachers, the Writing Collaboratiocused on engaging the teachers as
authentic learners in their own development asengi{Lieberman & Wood, 2003). In
doing so, the emphasis remained on the cultivaifdheir writing practices rather than
their teaching of writing. Specifically, | maint&d two goals for the work of the
Collaborative. First, | wanted teachers, througgirtown writing, to experience “the
secret excitement of discovery: the word, the, lthe sentence, the page that achieves its
own life and its own meaning” (Murray, 2004, p. 8kcond, | wanted to “provide
opportunities for teachers to commit themselvesymall and large ways, to topics that
are of interest to them or that arise out of thark” (Lieberman & Wood, 2003, p. 4).
Therefore, | designed a structural overview ofdbkaborative sessions and a vision for
the Writing Collaborative with the intention of kding “meaningful forms of

membership and empowering forms of ownership ofmmegd (Wenger, 1998, p. 269)
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by eliciting guidance and ideas from the teachacheession, helping to build an
authentic community of practice (Palinscar, Magous#/arano, Ford, & Brown, 1998).

Establishing the collaborative. The Writing Collaborative occurred over the
course of one semester, February to June 2013jichweachers met twice a month for
one and a half hours in the evenings at one ohitfie schools in the Starmount County
Schools district. During the course of the studgchers participated in a total of eight
sessions. Each session provided opportunitieg&mhiers to write in various genres,
engage in conversations about writing, share theimg with others, and reflect on their
experiences with writing.

It is important to understand the composition & skessions because they provide
context regarding the space in which the practicegeptiation of meanings, and shaping
of identities occurred throughout the Writing Coltmative. While | describe an
overview of the sessions here, a more detailedaegtion of each session can be found
in Appendix A, Writing Collaborative Sessions.

The sessions shared a similar format, containiagdhowing practices: “Good
News,” quickwrites, use of the writer’'s notebookpk study discussions, and a focused
writing task. While these elements provided a aork for the agendas, | took into
consideration the teachers’ interests and ideasxploring particular genres and
purposes for writing. Therefore, our sessionsudet! the exploration of various types of
writing, including autobiographical, fictional, mfmative and explanatory, and poetic.

Typically, each session opened informally with “@dd¢ews” in which teachers

were given opportunity to share personal or pradesd news that had occurred since the
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last meeting. Afterwards, teachers responded in Wréer’'s notebook to a generative
guestion, quote, theme, or idea, which encouradgeid ¢éxplorations as writers. The
book A Writer's Notebook: Unlocking the Writer WithimiYby Ralph Fletcher served as
a mentor text to frame our sessions. Fletcher'kl@xplores the nature of writing and
ways to awaken the potential writer in us, focusinghe use of a writer’'s notebook.
During each session teachers spent time discuasimgyriting about specific quotes or
ideas from the book study. Likewise, there wassighated time for sharing writing,
including self-authored texts and written selectiby other authors, recognizing that the
“truest inspiration comes from the poems and paas of real people practicing the
writing craft” (Fletcher, 1996a, p.108). A sigdint amount of time in the Writing
Collaborative, however, was spent writing and tadkabout writing. Each session closed
with reflections and goal setting for the next wgtsession.
The Teachers

For this case study | utilized purposeful samplifgerriam (1998) declared,
“purposeful sampling is based on the assumptionttigainvestigator wants to discover,
understand, and gain insight and therefore mustsalsample from which the most can
be learned” (p. 61). Purposeful sampling meantsthigaresearcher intentionally
identifies participants who have first-hand expece with the concept or phenomenon
under study (Creswell, 2003; Creswell & Plano Cl&®l1). Furthermore, the criteria
for purposeful sampling procedures should aligmhie purpose of the study and guide
the selection of the most “information-rich” cagbkerriam, 1998, p. 62). Therefore, the

potential pool of teachers that were invited tdipgrate in the Writing Collaborative
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consisted of approximately 56 secondary Englisbhtees, grades 6-12, from four middle
schools, four high schools, an early college, andleernative school in the Starmount
County Schools district. English teachers, thaselgminantly charged by curriculum
and course guidelines to teach writing, were igaaticipants for this study in that many
English teachers are “expected to model writing @ehonstrate their proficiency as
writers, yet this is potentially problematic if thiack self-assurance and positive writing
identities” (Cremin & Baker, 2010, p. 9).

In order to be eligible to participate in the stuggrticipants had to be full-time
English teachers at grades 6¥R0 were currently licensed and assigned to tdath,
time, a Language Arts, Communication Skills, Erglseparation course, or an English
[, 11, ll, or IV academic course. Additionallyeachers had to hold either probationary or
career status licensure along with appropriateesrgals as outlined by the North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction. Teashgho did not teach at least one of
the named courses or who were not the teachecofddor such courses (ie. EC teacher
in an inclusive setting), or who were retired werdigible to participate in the
study. Twenty-eight secondary teachers respora#tktinvitation to participate in the
study. | held an information session for those wRkpressed interest to review the
overall goals of my study as previously approvedhgyIRB and to answer questions
teachers had about the study. At the end of #ssisn, nine teachers committed to the
study and signed consent forms.

Once teachers consented to participate in the sthdy completed the Teacher as

Writer Demographic Questionnaire (Appendix B), melgag their education, work
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experience, prior training or coursework in writiggnd current teaching assignments.
This information was used to gain an overall peofif each teacher. Due to personal or
professional extenuating circumstances, two teadhad to dismiss themselves from the
study once it was underway, reducing the numb@adicipants to seven.

In the following section, | profile each of the semeachers, three middle school
English Language Arts teachers and four high sckaglish teachers, ranging from

beginning to veteran classroom teachers. Tableviges demographic information on

each teacher.

Table 1. Teacher Demographic Information

Years Educational Areas of Licensure Curre_n ¢ LY
Teacher e Teaching Group
Taught Background / Certifications . )
Assignment | Experience
. 6-12 ELA
Brian 20 theratureBiScquture, 6-8 Science SEiléﬁcse}%th No
o AIG Certification
Education .
Specialization English, 8-12 English
BS K-12 PE
Don 33 Physical Education, K-12 Health English | No
BS Drivers Education| English Il
"~ K-12
Educational Administration
Leadership, M.S.
Commercial Art, A.A. .
. . T 6-8 ELA English I
Larissa 4 English gn('jAEducann 9-12 English English Il No
Psychology, B.S; MA K-6 all subjects
Leah 15 Masters of Education 6-12 ELA ELA7th No
Vocational Education, English 9-12 Enalish II]
Margaret| 40 B.A. Early Childhood English Y No
Early Childhood, M.Ed. Pre-K 9
. Middle Grades 6-8 ELA
Mindy |5 Education, B.A. 6-8 SS ELA8th No
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English, B.A. )
Wes 1 Teacher Education 9-12 English English | No
Concentration English IlI

Brian. Prior to his entrance into education, Brian sygitit years in the Navy as
a translator and intelligence analyst, requirirghtsecurity clearance and technical
writing. He previously attended the Defense Lamgguiastitute in Monterey, California
where he studied linguistics and the Korean langualgimately securing a job with the
National Security Agency as an analyst. Additigndrian took graduate credit hours
in clinical special education and young adult &tere at a local college in Massachusetts.
Brian had experience working in the Upward Bounagpam for at-risk youth and a
homebound program for physically and mentally drajed students. At the time of the
study, Brian had twenty years of experience in atan, fifteen of which had been spent
at the middle school level teaching ELA. Currentlg taught two eighth grade ELA
classes and one sixth grade science class at StatiMiddle School. Brian had a
diverse educational background, having earned adacdegree in Literature and
Sculpture and then earning a teaching license gli§€n6-12 in North Carolina and
Massachusetts. He also earned certification ird@gacally Intellectually Gifted
education and recently took the state’s assessmguirement to earn licensure in
middle grades science. Having been a teacheamm®unt County Schools for many
years, Brian had participated in several local state writing workshops. Brian
confidently identified himself as a writer and uoecally supported the idea that

teachers should write in order to teach writingpefifvely.
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Don. Don had taught English | and Il at Starmount High&l for slightly more
than a year. In the previous year, Don had beedlais an English teacher and assistant
football coach. He had thirty-three years of eigare in education and had taught
English at the middle and high school levels in Wé&gginia, Virginia, and, most
recently, North Carolina. Don earned a Bacheldd@énce Degree in Secondary
Education and a Master of Science Degree in Edutatieadership. He was certified
in secondary English, Administration and Supervis@nd Driver’'s Education.
According to Don, he had no previous professioeaiketbpment in writing and had never
been a part of a writing group. Don identified bati as someone who had the ability to
write, but who was not a writer. However, he bede that teachers should know a little
bit about writing in order to teach it.

Larissa. Larissa was an English teacher who had taught at tarmount High
School for four years. A non-traditional educatarissa had previously worked in
commercial art and advertising to which she hadssociate’s degree. Wanting to
pursue teaching, she returned to college and earBathelor of Arts Degree in English
Education. During her four years she has tauglti&nl, 1l, and I, including several
honors classes. At the time of the study, Lariasght English 1l and Ill only. Recently,
Larissa had presented on student collaboratiomaitichg at the district’'s education
conference. Larissa’s interest in the Writing Clodleative stemmed from her desire to
join a Writer's Guild. Although Larissa did noteskerself as writer at the beginning of

the semester, she did humbly admit to being a mnteen the Collaborative ended. She
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also felt that teachers should do some level diingiin their personal and professional
lives in order to instruct students on writing.

Leah. Leah had fifteen years of experience in educahaming taught various
grade levels K-12. She had worked at StarmountMi&chool for eleven years and was
currently teaching seventh grade ELA. Initiallyrdag a Bachelor and Master of Arts
Degrees in Psychology, Leah returned to collegeata an education degree. Her
licensure areas included K-6 and 6-12 ELA. Althogbe had not participated in a
writing group before, she had attended professidaatlopment aimed at writing across
the curriculum. Leah did not consider herself @avmor did she feel teachers needed to
be writers in order to teach writing.

Mindy. Mindy, who had taught for five years, was in hestfiyear at Starmount
Middle School. Her current teaching assignment &igsth grade ELA, but she also had
experience teaching seventh grade ELA and seveautleighth grade social studies.
Leah held a Bachelor of Arts Degree in Middle GeaBducation with licensure in ELA
and social studies grades 6-9. Leah indicatedstiahad not received professional
development in writing prior to joining the Writir@ollaborative. At the time of the
study, Leah was in the process of applying to gagelachool as well as planning her
upcoming wedding. Mindy, who had always enjoyeding, identified herself as a
writer and felt that teachers should learn righhglwith their students, experiencing the
process with them.

Margaret. Margaret was a high school English teacher whothaght at

Starmount High School for five years. Currentlye saught English 11l and English IV.
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Prior to coming to North Carolina, she had taughtéaveral states, including Texas,
Arizona, and Ohio. With forty years of teachingpexdence, Margaret had taught English
at the middle school and high school levels. Adddlly, she previously taught child
development courses. Margaret had a Bachelor enSeiDegree in Vocational
Education, a Master of Education in Early Childhoaad licensure in Early Childhood
Education Pre —K, Reading 6-8, and secondary Hnghglditionally, Margaret
possessed an Academically Intellectually Giftedoation endorsement. In her
guestionnaire, she noted that she had participateeveral professional development
sessions focused on writing, including topics sasliTeaching Students that Hate to
Write,” “Teaching Gifted Students,” and “Teachingn@rican Indians to Write,” but had
never participated in a writing group. Althoughidaret identified herself as a personal
writer and not a professional writer, she belietreat those who are responsible for
teaching writing should be writers.

Wes. Wes'’s patrticipation in the Writing Collaborative svaxciting for me
because | had taught him English in the eighthegréi@ was in his first year of teaching
secondary English at Starmount High School. Welsrbeeived his Bachelor of Arts
Degree in English Education in 2012 from a prominemnversity in the state, graduating
Valedictorian of his class. Wes held licensur&nglish (9-12) and Middle Grades ELA
(6-9). At the time of the study, Wes taught Erfglisind English 1ll. Although he had
never participated in a writing group or attendeafgssional development for writing,
Wes shared that he enjoyed his college Englishsesuand some writings he had

completed in them. Wes admitted that he had subdngteveral poems and short stories
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to the university’s literary magazine, but nevereiged publication. Wes identified
himself as a writer, and felt that teachers shbale an understanding of the writing
process in order to teach it.

Data Collection

In case study research, multiple forms of datarmsuangulation of evidences
that produce strong findings (Yin, 2006). In ortieenhance the internal validity
(Merriam, 1998) of this study, | used multiple soes of data. Teachers completed a
guestionnaire via Google forms at the onset ofthdy in February 2013 in order to
collect demographic information such as educatibaakground, licensure and
certifications, teaching experience, career stang,subjects taught. This questionnaire
was web-based and a link to the questionnaire wesled to secondary English teachers
once IRB approval was secured and consent formes signed.

For primary data collection, | conducted pre anst face-to-face semi-structured
interviews, field observations, and collected doenta generated by the teachers during
the study. Additionally, | maintained a researthaotebook in which comments,
reflections and questions were documented througheuwstudy. It was intended for data
collection to be very interactive, merging datanirthe interviews, observations, and
documents in the process of understanding andibdasgthe Writing Collaborative and
the experiences of the teachers within it (Merria898).

Interviews
“One of the most important sources of case stuftynmation is the interview”

(Yin, 1994, p. 84). Interviews provide one metliodcollecting an insider’s perspective
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on the issue under study. Specifically, in-pernswarviews allow the researcher to gain
information and insights that go beyond the actu@ids (Shank, 2006). In order to
access and understand secondary English teachevdps experiences with writing,
their identities as writers, and the ways in whitdy negotiated their identities as writers
within the Writing Collaborative, it was importaiat use interview.

Teachers patrticipated in two individual, semi-stioed interviews during the
study, occurring at the beginning (February 2018) @ulmination (May 2013) of the
study and lasting approximately 45 minutes eadmiStructured interviews allowed me
to “access teachers’ perspectives and understandirthe world” (Merriam, 1998, p.

74) while collecting desired information. Each iview was audiotaped, granting me
multiple opportunities to review the tapes and @asing the credibility of the findings. |
also used note taking during the interview to doeaninitial reactions and thoughts to
signal the importance of the teachers’ commentgiisia, 1998).

The initial interview (Appendix C) was conductedlgan February 2013 prior to
engagement in the Writing Collaborative. The i protocol consisted of seven
guestions aimed at understanding teachers’ exmasanith writing, feelings about
writing, and the process they used when writingldifionally, teachers were asked
whether they identified as a writer and whethechesas should be writers in order to
teach writing. These questions formed a baselaketlae responses, coupled with
observations and the post interview, allowed meximine the teachers’ experiences and

identities as writers and note any changes ovecdhese of the study.
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The post interview (Appendix D) was conducted iny\2813 after the last
session of the Writing Collaborative. The intewiprotocol consisted of three questions,
modified based on preliminary analyses, focusingheteachers’ experiences in the
Writing Collaborative, changes in their sense ehtiselves as writers, and reflections on
the study in relation to writing instruction. Tharpose of the post interview was to elicit
teachers’ perspectives on their experiences amdase understanding of the ways in
which their identities as writers were negotiatddhe post interview also served as a
means for determining any changes in writer ideE®itluring the course of the study.

All interviews took place in the early morning até afternoon in a classroom or
conference room at the convenience of the teachadio recordings of the interviews
were stored electronically and transcribed for detalysis.

Observations

Important to case study as interview, observatzan“enable you to draw
inferences about this perspective that you coulolotain by relying exclusively on
interview data” (Maxwell, 2005, p. 94). The deoisito conduct observations was an
advantageous one in that they provided primarycsdata that helped me to understand
the context of the study and triangulate emergedirigs when used along with
interviews and documents (Merriam, 1998).

As the observer in this study, my role was oneasfipipant-observer, wherein
the researcher “may assume a variety of roles wahtase study situation and may
actually participate in the events being studiedh( 1994, p.87). As a participant-

observer | deemed it important for me to engageenWriting Collaborative not only as
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a facilitator of the project but also as an autledetarner, an insider, sharing in the
writing experiences with the teachers. This aféardne “the ability to perceive reality
from the viewpoint of someone ‘inside’ the casalgttather than external to it” (Yin,
1994, p. 88). Patton (1990) advocates a balanoesioler and outsider perspectives in

gualitative research.

Experiencing the program as an insider is what setzes the participant part of
the participant observation. At the same time, évmav, there is clearly an
observer side to this process. The challengedsitabine participation and
observation so as to become capable of unders@titgprogram as an insider
while describing the program for outsiders. (p.)207

Thus the mix of my participation and observatioiitetd during the study, allowing me
to record some field notes during the Writing Clodieative; however, the bulk of the
field notes were completed after the observatiamugview of the transcribed
videotapes.

Field observations of the Writing Collaborative we&onducted twice a month,
February 2013 until May 2013. The observationqgueol (Appendix E) followed a
format suggested by Merriam (1988) in which theetiplace, and purpose of the
observation and descriptions of the setting, pe@pid activities are included
supplemented by direct quotations and observersments. Using this format allowed
me to focus on the teachers, their interactionsyadal communication, and the use of
inflections during dialogue.

| videotaped each face-to-face session, lastingoxppately 90 minutes.

Merriam (1998) cautions the use of videotaping dewvideclaring that the cost and
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obtrusiveness of these methods often inhibit dallaation. Erickson (2004), however,
argued that nuanced interactions in a social ge#tie best captured by audiovisual
recordings “from which either detailed transcripsaof the interaction can be prepared
and analyzed or careful moment-by-moment codingoeadone” (p. 177). In order to
have teachers feel comfortable speaking and integaon camera, | placed the
videotaping equipment on the perimeter of the rsonthey would not be as conscious of
its presence. Also, each session | rotated theeplant of the camera so | could record
participants from different vantage points. | @d@an omnidirectional microphone in the
center of the group, allowing me to capture comtéwas from whole and small groups.
Although teachers knew they were being videotapetil not appear to interfere with or
influence their behaviors. On one occasion, |teastep out of the room to take an
emergency phone call from my daughter. | was ggpeoximately ten minutes. When |
returned | discovered they had continued the dgonsvithout my presence. |

perceived this event as their genuine interedtenGollaborative and desire to engage as
learners. Reviewing the videotape later, it wgsaagnt neither my presence nor the
camera’s was obtrusive.

Video recordings “provide much more potential imh@tion than can be
assimilated from moment to moment by a humanlytéchinformation processor”
(Erickson, 2004, p. 178). Having videotaped sessallowed me ample opportunity to
review and record accurate descriptions of thenggtteachers, and events as well as my

own comments and reflections. Since the focaltpafimy analysis examined the “talk”
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that occurred within the Writing Collaborative, emtaped sessions were a necessity
when recording dialogue and conversation amonderac
Documents

Another source of information | collected for tlisidy were documents created
by the teachers in the Writing Collaborative. Tuepose of these researcher-generated
documents (Merriam, 1998) was to discover morerméiion about the nature of the
Writing Collaborative, its practices, and its teach Furthermore, the data collected
served to confirm or discount tentative findingsnfrthe interviews and observations.
These documents included writing tasks completeohdwsessions, longer drafts of
writing completed outside the Collaborative, andten reflections and comments
regarding writing tasks and experiences during saslsion. The majority of these
documents were compiled in each teacher’s writestebook.
Researcher’'s Notebook

Practical data sources | also drew from for thislgtwere analytic memos.
According to Maxwell (2005), a memo “refers to amyting that a researcher does in
relationship to the research other than actual feltes, transcription, or coding” (p. 12).
Memos are a technique for fleshing out ideas, megtd findings, analyzing themes,
making connections to the literature, reflectingtlom study, or asking critical questions
(Maxwell, 2005; Schram, 2006). Memos reflect thmgkin progress and allow new
discoveries and relationships among ideas in ay/silterefore, | maintained a
researcher’s notebook to document my thoughts t@scdélection and analysis unfolded.

Typically, | noted connections to theory and otledated concepts | needed to explore,
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drew charts and visuals to assist me in organidatg, outlined potential headings and
subheadings for chapters for which | was strugglamgl reflected on discussions from
meetings with my chair. While these entries wafermal, they were useful references
during the data analysis process.

Data Analysis

One of the most difficult and mysterious aspectsasie study is analyzing the
massive amounts of data typically collected duthegstudy (Merriam, 1998; Yin, 1994,
2006). However, “data that have been analyzedenweing collected are both
parsimonious and illuminating” (Merriam, 1998, 62). Therefore, to analyze the data,
| used the constant-comparative method (GlaseSaradiss, 1967). This method
engages the researcher in a recursive processaofiexg and re-examining the data
while comparing across data sources to generatatitencategories or themes. “The
task is to compare one unit of information with tiext in looking for recurring
regularities in the data” (Merriam, 1998, p.180).

Prior to data analysis, | prepared each data soAicmterviews were transcribed
as soon as they were collected. Likewise, afteh eallaborative session, | viewed and
transcribed each videotaped session using theaiger protocol. For each document
collected from the teachers, | scanned copies @mmddsthem in an electronic file folder.
This thorough preparation process allowed for deepersion and familiarity with the
data.

In order to answer my research questions effegtivelpproached data analysis

purposefully and methodically. While | present nagalanalysis methods in a step-by-
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step fashion, this in no way implies that the pssce&as linear. Throughout the process |
visited the data sources repeatedly, which oftsalted in additional nuanced meanings
for themes that had been generated. In the prowpedctions, | explain in detail my
data analysis process and reasons for my deciskingt, | explain the process for
analyzing the teacher interviews. Next, | desctiteeprocess for analyzing each
observation of the Writing Collaborative that prded the foundation for refining my
analysis. Finally, | explain a more detailed as&\of the data that served to specifically
answer my research questions.
Teacher Interviews

Although I transcribed some of the interviews, &smnecessary for me to secure a
transcriptionist due to the volume of audiotape tme constraints. However, | reviewed
each transcript for accuracy as | listened to til#arecording of each interview. Each
transcript was recorded using Microsoft Word. Dgrihe first reading of each interview,
| used the review tool in Wortd highlight interesting and noteworthy commentgath
teacher. Using the comment feature, | made mdrgotas that reflected initial thoughts,
ideas, comments, questions, and summaries of dlsbdes’ comments. Each comment
box was linked to the specific data it representegking it easier to retrieve bits of data
for further analysis. In the pre interview, thigtial pass of the data gave me a broad
understanding of each teacher’s experiences witingir how they felt about writing,
how they defined writing and writers, and how tlseyv themselves as writers. In the

post interview, the first reading of the data pd®d insights into teachers’ experiences in
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the collaborative and any changes to how they iflethtas a writer and perceived
changes to their instructional practices.

To examine the data further, | created Exspgkadsheets for both interviews that
contained tabs for each interview question. Oinemestion sheet, | created rows
representing each teacher. | then cut and paatgdteacher’s response into a cell for
each interview question. Once the data were retrgd into the spreadsheets, | created
column space to document emergent codes and aniabtes for each teacher per
interview question. The individual codes were caoded and corresponded to bits of
data in the teacher’s response. This process @atlone to conduct cross data analysis.
In other words, | was able to look across eachherae data individually and the codes
that emerged, but | was also able to look at respoito each question collectively,
noting similarities and differences in how the tears responded to each question. The
coded data from each teacher’s pre and post iet®miere compared to the videotaped
observation data from all eight sessions and dataated from documents. In doing so,
| was able to track teachers’ participation and mregs in the collaborative over time.
Matrix of Teachers Over Time

To track teachers during the course of the Coliatinge, | created a matrix to
document teachers’ participation in the Writing I&bbrative and any changes in their
perspectives about writing and themselves as writeising Excell created separate
sheets for each teacher. Each sheet containecheslfor documenting observations that
best reflected the teacher’s participation in eaamllaborative session and coded data

from the pre and post interviews. After transergoand coding each Writing
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Collaborative observation, | reviewed the dataingpéach teacher’'s engagement. In the
matrix, | documented comments, behaviors, and Imsigdeemed important about each
teacher for that specific session. The matrix ptegtisummary data that allowed me to
look across collaborative sessions and note anygesain their participation and
perceptions of themselves as writers. These data edpful in determining the practices
and meanings teachers made about writing and tiverwdentities they enacted in the
Collaborative. Data from this matrix contributedhe presentation of the teachers’
writer identities presented in Chapter Six.
Writing Collaborative Observations

As a participant-observer in this study, it wasligmaging to take field notes
during the Writing Collaborative sessions. Whilgds able to document a few notes,
however, the bulk of the field notes were documeiatiter the session was completed. |
reviewed and transcribed the videotape of eachaessing the observation protocol.
To aid me in this process, | utilized transcriptgmftware and a transcription pedal. As |
viewed each videotape, | described the agenda\aralbtasks of the writing session. |
divided the observation into segments that corneded to the tasks and agenda items for
each session. This allowed me to capture theaatiens and events in shorter time
frames. For each segment, | described what teaelegesdoing and what teachers were
saying. Because | was most interested in the &gactiiscursive practices, | paid
particular attention to the “talk” among the teashdéranscribing conversations verbatim.
Also, | made observer’s comments for each segnmantncluded summaries of the

events and my initial thoughts and ideas as to wiaattaking place in each segment.
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Once a video had been transcribed, | read thrtugkranscript highlighting
interesting and relevant bits of data (Merriam,&9%eeping in mind Merriam’s notion
of “having a conversation with the data” (p.18X), aead the transcript | made extended
notes, comments and observations regarding speutidents, teachers’ remarks and
behaviors. To begin coding, | looked for instancksxploratory and cumulative talk
throughout the session. This approach helped ergifgl where identity work seemed to
occur. Within these instances of talk, | creatediesothat depicted their nature and
purpose. For example, “sharing personal storigsdwledge sharing,” “classroom
connections,” “using humor,” “writing challengesf “asking questions” were some of
the codes that emerged during this process. | gauapdes together that seemed related
through the use of color-coding.

To provide additional insights into how and whdaritity work seemed to be
taking place, | identified segments of discourse/imch teachers positioned themselves
(reflexive positioning) or were positioned by othénteractive) as writers or teachers of
writing. | also coded the means by which teacpesstioned themselves or were
positioned by others through bids for recognitieolding the floor, and revoicing.

As | transcribed and coded subsequent Writing Golative sessions using the
same techniques, | kept list of codes and groupgimgsnd, looking for any patterns in
the data. Consequently, | compared and mergedlistsdes derived from the data of
each session, serving to create representativégryttive themes. In order to address

each of my research questions directly, howevefihed my analysis. In the proceeding
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sections | describe this process which also reslgwt presentation of data in chapters
four, five, and six.
Determining Practices That Build Community

To answer my research question about the pradte¢provide coherence to the
Writing Collaborative, | returned to the categorileat emerged from the observation
data. Specifically, | looked for coded activiteasd talk that served to “sustain mutual
engagement in action” (Wenger, 1998, p. 5). Téwsaw of the data revealed “sharing”
as a primary practice of the Writing Collaborativio refine my analysis, | reorganized
the data and created charts, what | refer to aari Practices of the Writing
Collaborative” from this point forward, for eachssen with these questions as column
headers: (a) Who shares?, (b) What do teacherslsHa) How do teachers share? (self-
initiated, by invitation, or volunteered by other&)) Who responds and how?, (e) What
is the context in which the sharing occurs (traipsion of talk)?, and (e) What meanings
does the sharer make? Once the data had beeamexmd into the chart, | coded each
instance of sharing, which revealed the ways irctviieachers responded to others when
sharing occurred. The codes fespondingo sharing included, for example, “repeats an
idea,” “compliments others’ work,” “makes humora@nments,” “comments on
specific writing style,” “makes instructional corat®ns,” “provides background
knowledge,” or “narrates a personal story.” | careged these codes, which led to the
development of another chart (Appendix F) with dedi categories, the session
occurrence, types of share practices within thigray, and data samples that supported

them. Finally, | organized the share practice thetny Wenger’s “three dimensions of



84

the relation by which practice is the source oferehce of a community” (p. 72):

mutual engagement, joint enterprise, and sharetmepe These themes included: (a)
interject humor, (b) praise and encourage, (c) stgnd affirm, (d) ask questions, (e)
explore ideas, (f) share knowledge and beliefs,(ghdarrate stories. The themes had
subthemes, and | developed descriptors for eaclhased on representative data. Table

2 summarizes the practice of sharing in the Writdwdlaborative.

Table 2. Summary of the Share Practice of theikgri€ollaborative

Share . .
. Types Practice Descriptors
Practice yp P
Belittling one’s own writing, writing process ordds
Self-deprecation Keeping other,s expectations of oneself in check
Admitting one’s shortcomings
S Interject Good-natured Mocking others, their ideas or comments in jest
g Humor ridicule Poking fun at a topic or issue under discussion
2 Making light of everyday experiences
[o))
O Put others at ease Easing a tense or awkward situation
IS
§ Successes and Recognizing others’ talents inside and outsidectiiiaborative
= Accomplishments Applauding others’ personal and professional acdisimments
Praise and
Encourage Writina. Stvles or Complimenting a writer’s specific style and lindgext
Te(?r’miq)llJes Admiring a writer’s use of literary techniques émlents
Encouraging the writer to pursue a writing idea
Support/ Agree with or Demonstrate agreement with others’ comments
Afﬁ‘)iFer affirm others’ Affirm and support knowledge/ideas of others
comments Admit to similar practice
. Gain better understanding
Details / Clarify articulated thoughts
clarification fy - 9
Secure more information
o Ask Affirm one’s own beliefs
0 uestions Self-affirmation .
s Q Relieve self-doubt
Q
E Propose opposing Question others in order to consider opposing ideas
- thoughts
£
S Recognize or Recognize new ideas presented by others
Present new ideas Present new ideas to the community
Recognize or Recognize opposing ideas presented by others
Explore Ideas | Present opposing Present opposing ideas to the community
ideas
Clarify Ideas Restate other’s |de§s by revoicing
Restate ones’ own ideas in a different way
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Name ldeas . Put a name to or categorize others’ ideas

. Extend one’s own ideas or ideas of others by elbuay,

Extend Ideas - A
providing more detail or examples

. Contribute facts, information, or thoughts abot@ic being

Topic specific discussed

° Share

'§ Knowledge -  Share one’s beliefs about writing

g and Beliefs Writing and - Share knowledge about the writing process

& Writers . Share advice about writing styles and techniques

= e  Share writing resources

[3)

s . Relate to or confirm others’ ideas by sharing @peal experience

n Narrate Personal . Sharing personal stories to exemplify a concepojic being
Stories Storytelling discussed

. Sharing personal and classroom connections

Uncovering Meanings Teachers Made About Writing and/riters

To answer my question about the meanings teachaale about writers, writing
and themselves as writers within the Writing Cabletive, | returned to the “Share
Practices of the Writing Collaborative” chart besadt is within the practices of the
community that meanings are constructed. “Our gageent in practice may have
patterns, but it is the production of such pattemmsw that gives rise to an experience of
meaning” (Wenger, 1998, p. 52).

To begin, | read and reread the data from the ‘SRaactices of the Writing
Collaborative” chart. During these readings, IuUsed my attention on the meanings that
were constructed when the practice of sharing fda&e. For each instance of sharing, |
examined the transcript associated with it and nmades in a column to the right, headed
“Meanings,” that illustrated its content, interaestiphrases, and relevant ideas related to
writers and writing. Example codes included, “erg need models,” “reading impacts
writing,” “writing helps to recall memories,” “talgenerates ideas for writing,” writing is

personal,” or “students need to see authenticngitiNext, | grouped these notes into
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categories that best represented the meaningsdém to refine the categories further, |
created a chart with the potential categories adérs and cut and pasted data that
reflected each of them. This process allowed ns=éowhere categories of data could be
subsumed. Therefore, | collapsed and merged aagsgexcluding irrelevant data in the
process. The revised chart (Appendix G) contathedtategories of meanings teachers
made about writers and writing supported with dat@ples. The themes included: (a)
definitions of writers, (b) purposes of writing) {eriting ideas, (d) writing as a process,
and (e) personal aspects of writing. Finally,danized the categories of meanings by
creating descriptors for each based on the repiasendata. Table 3 summarizes the

collective meanings teachers made about writersaaitithg.

Table 3. Summary of Teachers’ Collective Meaniofyé/riters and Writing

Categories
of Descriptions of Meanings
Meanings
Definitions | ° Writers are observers, reporters, researcherstgrtind communicators
: * Writers are accurate, concise, spontaneous, obdeoraative, imaginative,
of Writers : . )
empathetic, reflective, and visual

e To create understanding; document thinking totetieiv ideas
e To explore a personal topic of interest

Purposes

e e To document current or past events

of Writing . : :
e To recall information, memories
< For therapeutic purposes; to heal

. e Generated by current and past events, memoriepensdnal stories
Writing .
* Motivated by talk
Ideas . . -
< Influenced by reading: vocabulary, ideas & opinions
e Writing process (style, technique, organizatiormjasamong writers
- « Number of drafts varies among writers

Writing as | « Writer's block is authentic

a Process | « \Writers emulate others; use models
e Sharing writing and providing feedback, althouglecamfortable, supports

writers
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Personal |  Writing is personally engaging; but requires hopest
Aspects of | « Writers relinquish control once their writing is depublic
Writing e Writing exposes and represents the self

Discovering Meanings Teachers Made About Teacherd @/riting and Writing
Instruction

The purpose of this study was to explore teachemsriters. However,
conversations about writing instruction naturallyfaced during the study. Although
these conversations were minimal and only a fewhiei@ engaged in such conversations,
| feel it important to include these meanings bseathey contributed to some of the
writer identities teachers enacted in practice.imyudata analysis | coded and charted
meanings teachers made about teachers of writidgnatructional practices, using the
same data analysis process as described previouglpcovering meanings of writers

and writing. Table 4 summarizes the meanings &aamade about writing instruction.

Table 4. Summary of Teachers’ Collective Meanioyé/riting Instruction

Categories of

Meanings Descriptions of Meanings

e Teachers need to write alongside their students
Writing Models | = Mentor texts serve as writing models
e Students need to see and hear authentic writerstiion

Reasons for » Teachers come to understand their students bittargh writing

Teaching e Writing engages reluctant learners, particularbsthwho are less verbal
Writing » Writing allows students to express themselves

e Students’ writing needs to be fostered and supgahugh consistent
Student feedback
Feedback » Writing feedback should begin and end with a pesitomment

e Feedback on students’ writing should be meaninafid purposeful

e Talk generates ideas for writing
< Imagery and sensory activities engage studentsitmg
e Students tend to be more engaged when writingrsopal and expressive

Instructional = Engaging students in high interest texts servestaating points for their
Strategies own writing
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< Provide opportunities for authentic writing tasks
« Use of graphic organizers helps struggling writers

Identities in Practice

To answer my overall question about the ways irciteachers positioned
themselves as writers within a Writing Collaborativreviewed all data sources.
Particularly, | reviewed the interviews of eachdear, marking instances where they
authored themselves as writers or non-writers,iaisome cases as teachers of writing.
Because identities are “lived in and through attiiHolland et al., 1998, p. 5), |
returned to the observational fields notes whdrad marked instances of positioning,
making note of the writer identities teachers esdctl also revisited the “Share Practices
of the Writing Collaborative” chart. Within thidart | reviewed each teacher’s instances
of sharing and the meanings she made and groupsed theanings into three themes:
teacher as writer, teacher of writing, and writiogics. Next, | created a chart where |
listed the teacher as writer meanings and the & adftwriting meanings for each teacher
by session. This organization allowed me to looloss the cumulative meanings each
teacher made through the share practices, allommgp further isolate areas where she
was fashioning writer identities. Wenger (1998l “Through the negotiation of
meaning, it is the interplay of participation amdfication that makes people and things
what they are” (p.70). While the different writdentities teachers enacted are evident in
chapter 4 where | present the findings on the spiaretices and chapter five where |

present the findings of the meanings teachers mdwdae profiled in Table 5 the writer
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identities of each teacher and descriptors thadtiite them. These identities are

presented in greater detail in chapter six.

Table 5. Profile of Teachers’ Writer Identities

Teacher I(;/(\al::{:ires Descriptors
e has written in a “nothing book” for over 30 years
Documenter] < *l kinda feel like it's my calling to observe andport, and some
people don't like to report; they don’t want to hehout the truth.”
e “You know, those are song lyrics going all the vimagck to 1970
. something that I've written over the years and’thanother thing
Songwriter that | do a lot of is song writing”
< wrote and performed “Wave to the Caboose”
Author < working on an illustrated book titled “The Waterwi&r”
Brian = has published his own e-books
« “Now, there’s a wordasphalt. Think about it...who coined that
one?
Word Man e Margaret called Brian the “word man”
e “And | really love ‘out there’ vocabulary!”
Teacher as| ° writes alongside his students
Writin e “Ok, I've done this to my students before. | aningoto suffer as |
Mod ? have made them suffer. | never ask of them somgthiraven’t
ode done myself.”
Functional « distinguished between being a writer and havingathiity to write
Writer e “That’s one thing that you have to do if you livadmy house,
write a thank you note.”
e students compile a creative writing portfolio
Don Creative * “One of the things | do for creative writing is lake my kids put
Writin their heads down and get it as quiet as | can laeythink about
Teach%r the happiest time in their life. Then I'd ask thewhat do you hear
what do you see, what do you smell, what do yotetasd what
do you feel?”
< “I'think | have inner feelings that I've inhibitetiat | don’t release
until my creative juices start flowing...”
Larissa Creative « “No, they see me more as an artist though, anohk tinat
Writer creativity regardless if it's writing or paintindl ow from the
same area.”
e created a detailed and creative heart map
Reader- < believed if one is a good reader then one can tesiting
writer e ‘“If there’s a writer or anybody coming to Barnes\&ble or here
Leah or anywhere, | stalk them.”
. e “lIdo song lists. Places | need to be lists. amd am a habitual
List Maker list maker because...and they're everywhere!”
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Private writes daily in a journal

Writer “| write to heal.”
“And | don't like exposing myself, baring my soul.”

Margaret | Traditional writing instruction focused on correctness, stregtand written
Teacher of product

Writing “I always did like Canterbury Tales or Beowulf tlzivays
rhymes, and I've never done free poems until teisryWe did
Tupac.”
shared planning techniques, including lists, oa#liand organizerg

Planner “I just jot down....I may not use any of them, butdve to like
brainstorm.”

Mindy Student- believed writing should be taught as a separateseou
centered “Some of my quietest students have the best pigfcesiting.
Teacher of They don’t mind sharing what they think throughithveriting, but

Writing they just don't verbalize.it
“As a writer in general, at some point or other yitua

Writer’'s block...that wall where you go. I've gotten out thisich now

Block where’s the rest of it?”
used freewriting to counteract writer’s block
. quickwrites provided another writer’s block strateg
Wes Free Writer believes freewriting
“And as far as the poetry goes, um, | like expragsnyself that
way. | like kind of, | do usually try and work witnore structured
Poet .

poems rather than like free verse or free f6rm
wrote “Whites,” a poem about his experiences vatimidry

Trustworthiness

The primary assumption in qualitative researcthéswiew that reality is

constructed through the social interactions ofvitilials (Merriam, 1998; Schram, 2006).

As a qualitative researcher, my goal was to intdrfire experiences of the teachers. As

the primary instrument for data collection and gsigl all data were filtered through the

researcher’s own reasoning which is situated ipegific cultural and historical moment

(Creswell, 2003). As such, | realized that asrds®archer | operated from a particular

point of view, and understood the possibility dfi@tinterpretations and understandings

of the phenomenon under study (Schram, 2006). résut, it was important for my
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research to be carried out in the most trustwontaypner. No research is without
concern for producing valid and reliable resulte(ham, 1998), and in most qualitative
research (Maxwell, 2005), issues of trustworthirgsse threats to the study.
Trustworthiness “is simply the degree to which e depend on and trust given
research findings” (Shank, 2006, p. 115). Shagkeud that trust in a qualitative study
must be built up and nurtured so as to maintainritegrity of the study.

To ensure accuracy of the findings, | used fivatetfies suggested in the
literature on qualitative research (Creswell, 20@8yriam, 1998; Shank, 2006; Yin,
1994).

Triangulation

In qualitative research it is important for theeasher to demonstrate that the
data reported and interpretations made are inderdate (Eisenhart, 2006).
Triangulation of the data is “a process of conveggipon a particular finding by using
different sorts of data and data-gathering strat&diShank, 2006, 113).

Data were triangulated using several sources inuudemographic
guestionnaire, semi-structured interviews, obsematand field notes, and documents
generated by teachers. Furthermore, | used myrasa& notebook to further
corroborate or discount specific findings or patsein the data. Although qualitative
data from the interviews and written documents weiteerable to self-report bias,
triangulation reduced this risk and allowed a ettsessment of the explanations and

conclusions | drew (Maxwell, 2005). The use ofadatllection strategies such as
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audiotaped interviews, videotaped Writing Collabioeasessions, and extensive
observation and analytic notes served only to gthren the study’s findings.
Member Checking

Member checking involves consistently and systecahyi acquiring feedback
about the data and tentative interpretations fieenpiarticipants (Maxwell, 2005;
Merriam, 1998). In a qualitative study it is impaont “to understand the perspectives of
those involved in the phenomenon of interest, twowar the complexity of human
behavior in a contextual framework, and to presemblistic interpretation of what is
happening” (Merriam, 1998, p. 203). Thereforezalved teachers in determining the
accuracy of data (Creswell, 2003; Creswell & Pl@hark, 2011; Maxwell, 2005) during
the study through informal follow-up conversatidhat allowed me to share my analysis
and acquire feedback from them.
Rich, Thick Description

In qualitative research, rich, thick descriptiomtf®n, 2002) provides the
foundation for analysis and reporting, supportimg @accuracy of the findings (Creswell,
2003). Rich data provide detailed descriptionthefsetting, teachers, and events that
allow the reader to share in the experiences, gl determine their transferability
(Creswell, 2003; Merriam, 1998). Such descriptian be accomplished through
transcription of interviews and detailed note tgkan videotaping of observations. To
generate “rich, thick description,” all interviewre transcribed verbatim. Likewise, |
created detailed notes from videotaped Writing &wmirative sessions. Much of this

description was utilized to support an informatarel interesting narrative of the study.
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Peer Debriefing

To enhance the accuracy of my account of the tldihriefed data and emergent
findings with my committee chair who offered hesights and interpretations (Creswell,
2003). Along with my committee chair, | had a d&ll graduate student who served as a
critical friend to discuss my research and offeights. He was currently writing his
dissertation as well, so we met and called onehemdtequently to discuss our data and
findings. We also exchanged drafts of chaptersa@d and provided one another
feedback.
Limitations

In interpretive research such as a case studyyitally important for the
researcher to disclose any biases, values, ormarsterests related to her research
(Creswell, 2003) and to maintain the integrity o study (Schram, 2006). This self-
reflection, called reflexivity, acknowledges thiaé tpersonal and researcher self are
intertwined. “Understanding how a particular reskar’s values and expectations
influence the conduct and conclusions of the sti{téxwell, 2005) are of primary
concern. Therefore, | must address how | approached thad/stu

| approached this study with previous experiencanaBnglish teacher for
twenty-one years in the district where the resetook place; three years as an
instructional/curriculum coach for one of the papating high schools; a professional
development coordinator for the district with ade®n writing instruction; and an
educational background in adolescent literacy, ifpalty reading education. My interest

in conducting this study stemmed from my own exgrezes with teaching writing,
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working with English teachers in my current roleaasinstructional coach, and
developing my own skills as a writer. While | didrbor positive attitudes toward
writing and the teaching of writing, | was concedrabout teachers' identities as writers,
their meaningful participation in an environmentisas the Writing Collaborative, and
possible instructional outcomes. These concermgedmy research. It is my hope that
teachers as well as school leaders can use tbisnafion to develop a better
understanding of writing and teachers' identitiesvaters and how these identities may
influence not only instructional practices, butdgnts’ identities as writers as well.

To establish and maintain a study’s integrity, aeskers must consider their
presence in a setting (Schram, 2006). Teachelgisttidy may have felt intimidated by
my presence, a teacher within the school distritd wpecialized in literacy instruction,
has led professional development in writing, andke&d with several teachers in the
study. Therefore, my presence had the potentialfiioence how teachers talked or
behaved. For example, some teachers might haverbketant to share honest
opinions, whereas others may have felt a needrttribate ideas | wanted to hear. This
was minimized, however, through long-term involvertn&t the research site. Since the
investigation occurred over a period of four mor{fhsbruary — May), this gave me
ample time to establish a trust-worthy relationshith the teachers. Additionally, my
work in the district and prior relationship withetiparticipants served to strengthen this
trust. Furthermore, my role as a participant-olseposed a risk to the study and the
dual responsibility as a researcher to engagete@bhers while remaining loyal to the

goals of my research (Schram, 2006). During thdyst facilitated the activities of the
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collaborative as well as engaged in them as agpaatit to the extent that data collection
was as unobtrusive as possible. At the onset déttiy, it was made clear to teachers
that my role as a researcher would be balancedmytengagement as a participant-
observer in the Writing Collaborative. Therefdie tools and resources for
documenting field notes were conspicuous to teach&lthough it was not feasible to
take detailed notes during each session, | wastalsike some notes in the margins of
the agenda for each session. These were latedusied) data analysis. | was forthright
in explaining that during the sessions, | would movand out of these roles as
necessary. With that said, | remained consciot®w | was being perceived as | shifted
roles so as not to have my intentions misreprederibeiring informal conversations at
the end of each session, we often discussed tdsetieat transpired and the meanings
we thought they held. This transparency about ne;, referred to as posturing (Schram,
2006), assisted in establishing a positive rappdltt teachers, increasing the
trustworthiness of the study.

The time under which this study was conducted ettger limitation. This study
spanned four months and included eight Writing &mirative sessions for teachers. In
order to gain deeper insights about the ways teadumne to see themselves as writers in
a community of practice and the implications forting instruction, the study would
have benefitted from a longer time-frame of papttion. Long-term involvement in the
research not only provides more data, but more rtapty, it allows for more direct data

that is less dependent on interpretation (Maxvi2€lQ5).
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Another limitation is the study sample. The pap@ats in this study were limited
to three middle school ELA teachers and four higfosl English teachers. As such,
findings from this study may not generalize to &argopulations and other settings.

In this chapter | discussed case study methodaogyits appropriateness for my
research and the specific methods | used for dolgand analyzing data from the
Writing Collaborative. In the following chapterpiesent these data in a way that best
illustrates the evolution of the Writing Collabavet and the ways in which teachers
fashioned themselves as writers. In chapter iquesent data on the primary practices
that supported teachers’ engagement and constnuaitihe community. In chapter five
| discuss the meanings teachers negotiated abaetrsvand writing in concert with their
engagement in the share practices. Finally, ipthaix | present the writer identities of

the teachers that shaped or were shaped by the woityrof practice.
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CHAPTER IV
BUILDING A COMMUNITY OF WRITERS

Making and living our identities involves actionsdaprocess, occurs in real time

and depends on our connections with others, on waato and say, and how we

feel about it.

(Danielewicz, 2001, p.35)

This study explored the ways in which secondargligh teachers cante see
themselves as writers through engagement in theényCollaborative. Specifically, |
was interested in how participation in the Writi@gllaborative would shape teachers’
identities as writers and, in turn, how the writidgntities they brought to the
collaborative would serve to shape the communigmmunities are shaped and
determined by the practices in which teachers eziddgwise, these practices form and
shape the identities of the teachers (Horne, 2@&)ause the Writing Collaborative was
a new community, one that did not already existias important to investigate how the
Collaborative was built and what characterizeddtmmunity as a whole. Central to the
ways in which teachers positioned themselves oewesitioned by others as writers and
teachers of writing was the formation of the wigticommunity and the practices that
came to characterize it. The development of thezetipes, exhibited through sharing
and the teachers’ responses to sharing, facilitaeghingful participation, establishing
evolving practices that indexed membership in tamunity. The purpose of this study

was to investigate the ways in which secondary iBhdgéachers negotiate meanings of
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writing and themselves as writers through engagémenWriting Collaborative.
Necessarily, | addressed the following question aut@questions:

How do secondary English teachers’ identities slaqoehow are they shaped by

the community of the Writing Collaborative?

a. What practices provide coherence to the Writing&bairative?
b. What meanings do teachers make about writers ngrénd
themselves as writers within the Writing Collabora?

Because the formation and stability of the commurasided in great part in its
practices, the purpose of this chapter is to agddiesfirst sub -question that sought to
identify the practices that provided coherencédheodommunity. Coherence in a
community of practice is generated through essectieracteristics afmutual
engagement, shared repertoaadjoint enterpriseand provides balance that potentially
binds community members (Wenger 1998). In chdpterl will address the second sub-
guestion that sought to uncover the meanings tesichade about writing and
themselves as writers within the Writing Collaborat

This chapter presents data that emerged duringsisab identify the practices
that facilitated the building of the Writing Collatative, serving to uncover the meanings
teachers made about writing and their identities@grs and teachers of writing. It is
important to note that as the facilitator of thevr@mmunity, there were structures and
practices I initiated to launch the Writing Colladtive. In chapter three | described the
Collaborative Spacewhich included a description of the general forfieateach session,

the book study, and the writer's notebook. Addh#lby, in Appendix A, | provided a
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detailed description of each Writing Collaboratsession, including its writing focus and
associated activities. The context of @alaborative Spaceparticularly the agenda for
each session, is important to the understandinigeopractices that developed and how
teachers responded to these practices in the coityntinese practices were often
influenced by the writing topics, writing tasksdatme structure of the collaborative
sessions. In other words, the Writing Collabomatias not a blank slate when teachers
joined the community; not all of the practices wardirect outcome of the teachers’
engagement. So, while | promoted the creation @Miting Collaborative, bringing
certain practices to the community, the teachess aégotiated and developed their own
practices unique to the Writing Collaborative, mostably the practice of sharing. This
chapter addresses the practice of sharing anddlge i which teachers responding to
sharing.

| present the findings of the practice data throtighcharacteristics of practice
that form a community: mutual engagement, a jeirierprise, and a shared repertoire
(Wenger, 1998) to explain how the responses tceghractices served to bring coherence
to the community. In examining the talk that ocedraround the share practices, | drew
from Bakhtin’s (1986) concept of speech genregjqaarly his notions of dialogic
exchange, the utterances and responsive reactmisistrate the complex ways teachers
engaged in the share practices that were instrahienbuilding the Writing
Collaborative. Furthermore, | refer to positioninghis chapter to demonstrate its
relation to the share practices of the communiitys through active participation in the

norms and practices of the community that teadlears, which implies that the shaping
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of identities is an essential aspect of engagemesammunity practices (Yamakawa,
Forman, & Ansell, 2005).
The Practice of Sharing

Associating practice and community serves to @edirspecial type of community
(Wenger, 1998). Analysis of the talk among theleas revealed that the practice of
sharing, specifically the practices for respondimgharing, became the critical element
that not only defined what it meant to be a pgraai in the community, but ultimately
brought cohesiveness to it. For this study, a speaetice was defined as participation in
which teachers revealed ideas, knowledge, texdsurees, or personal experiences to
others and how other members of the community re$gpad  The initiation of sharing,
what | am calling “invitations to share,” occurr@dmultiple ways: 1) as a facilitator of
the Writing Collaborative, | provided open invitats to share during each session, 2)
teachers volunteered to share, 3) teachers irdttaer own sharing, and 4) teachers
nominated others to share.

Sharing became the focal practice that allowedhes to negotiate meanings
about writers and writing as well as shape theintdies as writers and teachers of
writing. In order to determine the share practitexamined which teachers shared, the
context in which they shared, their methods forrisiga but more importantly, how
teachers responded to the sharing and how they ulew the Collaborative’s share
practices. The meanings teachers made and theimwaysgch they negotiated their
identities as writers were inherent in the shaeefices of the community. In chapter

five | will discuss the construction of meaningatéte to the Writing Collaborative,
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however, it is important to first discuss the pi@es that helped to facilitate those
meanings and, subsequently, the teachers’ wrigstittes that were shaped.

Through the review of observation field notes fraickeotapes of the Writing
Collaborative sessions, teacher interviews, anchia’ writing artifacts, the data
revealed that teachers engaged in seven typesud phactices, each with different
characteristics and purposes: itagrject humor; (b) praise and encourage; (c) stpp
and affirm; (d) ask questions; (e) explore idefssi{are knowledge and beliefs; and (g)
narrate stories. Each of the share practices algthgsample data will be discussed
below Table 2 in chapter 3 provided a summary of theespegictices the teachers used
to build the Writing Collaborative and support #wploration of writing identities. In this
chapter, | will provide individual tables that ditrate each type of share practice relative
to the dimensions of practice of a community (Wen$898).

Mutual Engagement: Creating Relationships

One of the characteristics of practice that bricgsesiveness to a community is
the mutual engagement of the participants (Werld@®8). This entails interactions
among the members, establishing norms and ofteatohose-knit relationships in the
process (Wenger, 2000). It requires members whgetent contributors and trusted
partners in these interactions (Wenger, 1998)sserce, the relationships established in
a community of practice serve to facilitate thersddagoals of the community.

What made the Writing Collaborative different frather professional learning
opportunities to which most teachers are accustomasdthat it consisted of members

who selected themselves. In other words, the teaathieo participated did so because
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they were interested in collaborating and netwaglabout writing. When people who
share similar interests come together, they ndyudalvelop friendships and relationships
(Horne, 2012). The teachers in the Writing Collatiee shared several common
interests that initially drew them together. Eitbey taught middle or high school
English in their respective schools. Second, thesevopen to collaborating and
networking with other secondary English teachergssiMmportantly, they had some level
of interest in writing whether it was for persooalprofessional reasons. While Don,
Margaret, and Wes were colleagues at the sameshlgiol and Leah and Mindy were
colleagues at the nearby middle school, none ofethehers had a history of sustained
engagement with one another relative to writing:.oligh participation in the

community, they were able to talk, interact and ée&nected. However, in order for the
teachers to feel as if they were authentic memdiettse Writing Collaborative, some
element had to enable their engagement to helga®tee relationships that would
foster the community’s goal of exploring writingdatheir identities as writers (Wenger,
1998). The specific types of sharing that sereeuild relationships and enable
engagement in the community wenéerjecthumorandpraise and encouragd hese
responses to sharing served to mutually engage#obers, but more importantly to
build and sustain relationships among the teachatsde 6 depicts the share practices
along with detailed descriptors and their sessmuence that promoted mutual

engagement within the Writing Collaborative.



Table 6. Share Practices That Promote Mutual Esgagt

Share Types Practice Descriptors WC
Practice Sessions
Belittling one’s own writing, writing
process or ideas
Self- Keeping others’ expectati f If i
deprecating ping xpectations of oneself in
check
Admitting one’s shortcomings 1,35,
Interject Mocking others, their ideas or comments in  6,7,8
Humor Good- jest
= natured Poking fun at a topic or issue under
9] ridicule discussion
i Making light of everyday experiences
L% P;: grseers Easing a tense or awkward situation
S Recognizing others’ talents inside and
g Talents or outside the collaborative
Successes Applauding others’ personal and
) professional accomplishments
Praise . . . — 1234
and Complimenting a writer’s specific style and 2"
Encourage| Writing, lines of text 5.6,7.8
Styles or Admiring a writer’s use of literary
Techniques techniques and elements
Encouraging the writer to pursue a writing
idea

Interject humor. Victor Borge, a Danish comedian and musiciamcgon
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humorously and affectionately stated, “Laughtdhesshortest distance between two

people.” Humor has the potential to draw peopletiogr. The ability to laugh at oneself

or use humor in jest facilitates the building eéfdly relationships. In her study of

Inkshed, a Canadian writing community, Horne (20digtovered that humor was a

defining characteristic among its members, thehekslers. “Since its inception,

humour, lightheartedness and an ability to laughnaself have been characteristic of

Inkshed” (p. 108). For the teachers in the Writ@glaborative, humor was a typical
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response to the share practices of the communitginhost all of the sessions, teachers
interjected humor foself-deprecatiopngood-natured ridiculegr to put others at ease.
Self-deprecation. Self-deprecating humor was a way for teachers maitettheir
shortcomings and keep others’ expectations of tebsas in check. Self-deprecation
was most evident when teachers belittled their emiting, writing process or ideas
about writing. In session one, | asked the teacteesketch or represent visually their
ideas or characteristics of a writer. Don, forrapée, took a realistic, almost simplistic
view of what it means to be a writer and how wataffect others. Although | provided
Don an invitation to share his visual, his bodyglaage on the video indicated a
hesitancy to share. The dialogue excerpt below deimates, through self-deprecation,

how he perceived his own ideas of what it mearkseta writer:

Allison: So, Don, do you want to share yours?

Don: Yeah, it’s just the written word, spdeto the world. It doesn’t
matter whether it's the Koran, the Bible, the Ma@wata, the
Constitution...whoever writes has the ability to atfeverybody.

Margaret: uh, huh.

Don: Now, that’s pretty deep right there. (sansp
Margaret: Oh, that's VERY deep, Don. (chuckles)
Don: Can we repeat that for the camera? (Igughs

Don’s response to sharing his own writing was adgexample of how he promoted
himself as someone who does not write deep, thegpigivioking texts. His sarcastic
comment that his writing piece was “very deep” seérno be a subtle way of saying,

“maybe mine wasn't as deep as others.” In a dialegchange, Bakhtin (1986)
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suggested that meaning is created at the juncfuhe speaker and the listener. The
listener, in response to the speaker, may altkrieeextend, question, or affirm
(Danielewicz, 2001). “Sooner or later what is heand actively understood will find its
response in the subsequent speech or behavioe tistener” (Bakhtin, 1986, p. 69).
This was clearly illustrated when Margaret, senasghe listener, jokingly agreed that
Don’s writing was “VERY deep.” This self-deprecajiidea was perpetuated further
when Don asked for Margaret’s comment to be repeatethe camera.

The entire dialogic exchange demonstrated theiwashich Don responded to
the share practices of the collaborative, but hts® he was able to position himself as
one who does not produce thought-provoking texdsping the other members’
expectations of him as a writer in check. ThougimDsed humor as a way to participate
in the community, the issue of being a full memilethe community concerned him.
After the session that evening, he expressed bigtits to me saying, “I noticed that my
writings in the collaborative, or at least the pmrs that are shared aloud, aren’t as deep
as the others.” Rolling his eyes apologeticallycbstinued, “Maybe | am a fish out of
water.” Wenger (1998) argued, “each participard scommunity of practice finds a
unique place and gains a unique identity, whidboih further integrated and further
defined in the course of engagement in practicp’ {{p-76). As the Writing
Collaborative sessions continued, Don often resedrtd the share practices with humor,
providing him an avenue for mutual engagementenctimmunity.

Good-natured ridicule. Another type of humor related to the share prastice

revealed in the data was that of good-natureduidicEveryone loves a good laugh, and
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the Writing Collaborative was certainly no excepti@his specific type of humor was
used frequently in the Writing Collaborative, prdivig a relaxed, comfortable
environment, which fostered engagement with onéheemo Mocking others or their
comments, poking fun at a topic under discussiomaking light of everyday
experiences all in jest became commonplace amantg#thers, reinforcing the value of
humor to the community.

Though all of the teachers in the collaborativeijetcted humor to some extent,
Margaret, Brian, Leah, and Don used humor to regporsharing more often than any
other member, typically in interaction with one #reo.

For Margaret, good-natured ridicule illustrated gexgarious personality and
how she saw herself as a member of the collaberat®ften, she acknowledged being
the oldest member of the collaborative by jokingdferring to herself as “old as dirt” or
“having walked with Moses.”

Margaret also used humor, particularly ridiculeetdiven a discussion and bring
laughter to the group. When taping of session theggn, teachers were getting settled
with materials and snacks. While waiting on otleaichers to arrive, Margaret, Brian,
and Leah engaged in a discussion of their sprind wark and preparations. This
informal talk launched the sharing of the “good sésegment. Typically, | formally
began the session by asking if anyone had any gead or any items they would like to
share with the group. This day, however, whileaswnakindast minute adjustments to

the video equipment, Brian informally engaged trechers in a dialogue of his spring
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yard work and an authentic writing opportunity thatl arisen from it. In the following

conversation, Margaret responded humorously tonBridiscussion of compost.

Leah: Yeah, that's where we throw all of ouraps.

Brian: I bought one of those plastic cylindentys you can put your
compost in and keep rolling in....

Margaret: That’'s what ours is...ours you flip ugsdbwn.

Brian: You can use it to aerate. The screw-orvigich reminds me of a
submarine for some reason...I'm not sure what thosey.are
like rivets that hold that brown thing to the cyler and they have
all popped loose. | spun it and everything waobp. (Margaret
laughs hysterically; others chuckle)

Brian: | want to write them. | am going to writeetcompany and say, “I
bought this last year, and it's already given out.”

Margaret: Are you trying to tell me your shit iflly? | couldn’t resist
that.. the devil made me say that!

Brian: Yeah, well....that's exactly what happened.

Margaret: We have chickens in our back yard thattoose. So you can
imagine the poop we have.

Just as in this example, Margaret’s humor servesttahe tone of the
collaborative, particularly in the early sessiorfseve teachers were determining how to
take part in the community and build relations vatie another. Subsequently,
Margaret’s humor, as well as other members, prodhfsiendship, trust and
collaboration, which were important in establishihg community.

Put others at ease. Humor also served to ease the discomfort some msnfidde
when sharing their own writing, writing ideas, argpectives on a topic under

discussion. As Wenger (1998) explained, “Most situes that involve sustained
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interpersonal engagement generate their fair séfasnsions and conflicts” (p. 77). For
some of the teachers, the fear of exposing theagdr sharing written texts with a group
of people for whom they were barely familiar cregfeelings of anxiety and
vulnerability. One of the formal ways for sharimgir texts occurred through
inkshedding. | introduced inkshedding during ses$io in order to facilitate sharing of
writing among the teachers. Inkshedding, as a fopmcess, entailed having members
provide written or oral feedback on one anothexd.t In a post interview with Margaret,
she explained how inkshedding and sharing her id#thsothers made her feel
vulnerable and apprehensive. She stated, “I haxsyadifficult time exposing myself to
my peers. I'm afraid they will use that informatiagainst me. And | don't like
exposing myself, baring my soul.” When discusdopgcs that were personally
revealing, Margaret often guarded her words andeshaformation with caution.

In session six, teachers wrote a piece abountpadt they wanted their words to
have on others. This was an inkshedding assignmiesiteby teachers’ papers were
passed around the group for initial comments afidateons. Margaret previously voiced
that she was having a difficult time with this ggsnent. To initiate dialogue about the
inkshedding process, | asked teachers to sharathelivto have others comment on their
writing. In the following conversation, Margareflected hesitantly on the experience of
having others in the collaborative read and comroartier essay, “Power of Words.” In
doing so, Wes recognized her discomfort and uggnd-hearted humor to ease

Margaret’'s apprehensiveness:



Allison:

Margaret:

Wes:

Margaret:
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So, how did it feel to have others conmhen your writing?

They talked about the fact that theganstood, and they really
meant that they're just like what he (Brian) sdidyt were. Some
people’s words may just be their way of clearing tieart instead
of the impression you are getting. Some peopldlsags and
don’t even realize what’s coming out of their mauttWe've all
done that sometimes. And | have to admit, and Il wikold
Allison this. This is the hardest thing I've evged to do. And |
didn’t want to expose myself, so | picked somethima was very
neutral to write about with words and that was nother because
she is very neutral and all of you can equate toetmdy that's
crazy and a little off.

I’'m sitting right next to ya! Ha ha. Wesaverywhere.

Yeah? Ok, thanks! So, but she’s myh@oand her words do hurt
and bite. | am much more guarded with my writing any
feelings on my paper than | am with my mouth, unkier.

Wes’s contribution of humor to the conversatiorgrstived as it may have been, helped

to relieve the discomfort and uncertainty Marganety have felt sharing her writing with

others during the inkshed activity. In an unexpdatay, the interjection of humor

encouraged Margaret’s risk taking when sharingarégimg and ideas and established

trust between Wes and her, serving to develop tektionship further. “Developing

relationships with community members facilitatesntification with those members and

therefore with the community” (Horne, 2012, pp.3)-3In her post interview Margaret

reflected on the process of inkshedding with thbeseghts:

But | do feel vulnerable in the fact that | have piyself out there. But | can’t
see not doing it and not writing and not doingoitrectly, putting myself out
there. It certainly is easier when you can truatrycolleagues to understand.
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Humor, in response to sharing, was a way to diftassion, develop interpersonal
relationships, and, quite frankly, have a good tifrteerefore, humor and its slight
nuances served a legitimate purpose in the Wriolgborative. As these examples
illustrate, humor was expressly represented anaelelo shape the interactions among
the teachers.

Praise and encourage While humor in the Writing Collaborative opened up
spaces for relationship building and good-natutey praise and encouragement of
others’ successes inside and outside the collakeralong with positive recognition for
the writing of others were important to sustainamgl supporting these new-found
relationships and garnering trust among the memMf@raise and encouragement also
served a role in the negotiation of identities halplace in the collaborative by validating
the teachers’ positions relative to their self-mgd accomplishments in the classroom
and the written texts that were shared during tmgivg Collaborative sessions. Other
people’s opinions are powerful sources for confirgnand shaping one’s identity
(Danielewicz, 2001). Therefore, words of encounaget and praise become an
important dialogic process among the members oftlaborative, increasing
participation and collaboration.

Successes and accomplishments. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, tAeod
Newsportion that commenced each session proved tospaee for teachers to engage in
brief conversations about topics or events thaeweeaningful to them. In session two,
Brian was eager to share news about his studestfrmances on a recent benchmark

assessment. He summarized the performance offtad gtudents, but detailed the
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performance of his “below average” students whpassed his expectations. While Wes

responded with a congratulatory nod, Leah, Lariasd,| verbalized our praise and

encouragement for his success in the classroorthelfollowing dialogue, Brian

positioned himself as a teacher who supports toetrof students who are designated

as low-performing:

Brian:

Allison:

Brian:

Allison:

Brian:

Leah:
Brian:
Allison:

Brian:

Larissa:

I’'m tickled with my benchmark results wesf got! Of course the
gifted class is going to look just great cause fasydo. But they did
really well.

Well, good. That's great news.

I mean, as an AIG class, they did reallylw&8ome of the nonfiction
we're doing seems to be paying off. But | havitke|14-student 8
grade group, core 4, you know? The whole end ofithething that
happens all the time and stuff. And there are skidein there who
are sub literate. | mean really social promotioarg\step of the way
all the way up to 8 grade. Three word sentences. Stuff like that.
They are not sentences, but you know what | meREYTbeat the
school average!

Wow!

| was absolutely astonished...they beastttmol average and they
did as well as the county.

That's cool!
So, all this hair pulling has gotten ushssvhere.
Something is paying off.

Yeah, | feel really good about those guysd when | told them
about it, they felt good about themselves and mayaewill fertilize
the future.

That's encouraging!
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Brian’s eagerness to share the successful perfaenairhis students showed his
willingness to position himself as an effectivedieer. “Positioning locates people in a
particular conversational space. During convessatieachers always utter from a
certain perspective, and their discursive locatr@fiect their own point of view”
(Yamakawa, Forman, and Ansell, 2005, p. 20). Comsety, Brian’s reflexive
positioning was reinforced through the complimepntnd congratulatory remarks made
by Leah, Larissa, and me. In turn, these intavastcontributed to Brian’s identity
building through the share practices exhibitechandollaborative.

Writing styles, structures, and techniques. Praise and encourageas also
exhibited when teachers shared writing that wagigged in the collaborative. A
significant step in becoming a full participantive Writing Collaborative involved
sharing one’s written text with other members. siwas often accomplished through the
process of inkshedding. For some teachers in theng/cCollaborative, the process of
sharing their written text with others was intintidg. These teachers shared common
feelings of inadequacy and trepidation. Horne @&Liggested “feelings of anxiety and
vulnerability are connected to newcomers’ desireepond in a way that will enable
mutual engagement with the collective” (p. 56).n€idering that all of the teachers
were, in essence, newcomers to the community, kesiaense that some would
experience a lack of confidence and uncertaintyost to engage in the practice of
sharing and responding to writing (Horne, 2007).

Ways that teachers combatted the fears of shandgesponding to one another’s

writing was by complimenting, praising, and encagumg each other’s efforts.
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Complimenting a writer’s specific style or linestekt, admiring a writer’s use of literary
techniques or elements, and encouraging a writputsue a writing idea typified the
ways in which teachers responded to those who ghled writing piecesIn one such
episode, Larissa volunteered to read her poemwthgigenerated from the “Power of
Words” writing assignment. Before she read hempdearissa blushed, fanned herself,
and commented that she was very nervous. Wittl@dincouragement from the

community, she read her poem in its entirety acdived supporting responses from

others.

Allison: Mmmm...that was really good. Read that line again.

Larissa: | have nothing but words, words to blanket you

Brian: Cool verse.

Larissa: So, | want my words to be a blanket. &lotet blanket, but...

Leah: | like the superman cape to a base, yowknime woobie....that
you carry around and tie around your neck thatgilthe parts.
| had one, a blanket, it was everything....it wasipesman cape. It
was a base that | put right here, “you’re it!” Ykoow?

Larissa: So, I would like my words to be evergthibut they're not. And

like you [Leah] | don't always have the right thitaysay, so |
don’t say any words, well, sometimes | may say pmapriate
things (lol). But most of the time | don’t say &ning. Cause they
don’t come out right.

In this example, Larissa’s writing efforts were papged and encouraged several ways:
(a) | commented that a specific line of text was/\appealing to me and asked her to
read that line again (b) Brian reaffirmed the gyadif the line of text by claiming that it

was a “cool verse” and (c) Leah extended the dsoudy sharing a personal insight and



114

story to support Larissa’s metaphor of a blankétis episode of cumulative talk as
described by Mercer (2000), illustrated how “langgi#s used to build a joint identity, a
shared, intersubjective perspective on the topmolversation in which individual
differences of perception or judgment are minimjz@o. 102) supporting teachers’
writing attempts and efforts.

As teachers became more comfortable sharing apdmneling to writing, their
engagement in the Writing Collaborative increaskeave and Wenger (1991) argued that
demonstration of learning is achieved through agarticipation in a community,
directly influencing the identity-building of teaets. For Larissa, who did not identify
herself as a writer coming into the collaboratrezeiving praise and encouragement for
her writing facilitated her active engagement ia slessions and helped to shape her
identities as a writer. In her post interview shenmed up her experiences of sharing
and responding to writing this way:

Larissa: It was very encouraging because | dokétio speak up unless |
think | have a neat idea. Sometimes my neat igeamle look at me
like “what is she thinking”? But then other ongsu know, like we
responded all together and so | think it makes @e¢like I'm going

more on the right track, that maybe | am worthypeihg able to put
things on paper and people looking over it andirepd.

The Writing Collaborative provided a consistenfesspace for teachers to engage and
interact with one another. Sharing one’s accormpiisnts and having them recognized
by others brought a feeling of camaraderie andegd@lity. For those who were hesitant

to share and respond to writing, the share praofipeaise and encourageonveyed a
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message of continued support for teachers as tlodyrisks and made efforts in their
writing.
Summary

Interject HumorandPraiseand Encouragewnere used significantly in the Writing
Collaborative, shaping the teachers’ interactiams iafluencing the way the community
emerged. “To develop effective group practicesividdals have to interact to form
relationships in substantive and particular wayifdovitz, 2002, p.1598). These share
practices were key elements in the mutual engageafi¢he teachers, serving to build
relationships and trust among the teachers.
Joint Enterprise: Making Sense of Writing

A second dimension of practice that lends coherandegformation to a
community is that of joint enterprise (Wenger, 1p98ccording to Wenger, members
negotiate and pursue a joint or shared goal ardl ¢m¢ another mutually accountable
through joint activities and engagement in the camity. Sharing a common endeavor
and being able to contribute to it (Wenger, 200@weed the members of the community
to make sense of their situations and pursuitstnél(2007) described a joint enterprise
in this way:

Joint enterprise describes the way that a commusayple to function and is

integrally related with mutual engagement as te$ the results of the

negotiation that takes place as teachers geneanderstanding, knowledge, and
purpose. (p. 48)

For the teachers in the Writing Collaborative, maksense of writing and themselves as

writers became a collaborative endeavor. Wend#gg)largued that the enterprise of a



116

community goes beyond a mere statement of purboseather a process of negotiation
that illustrates the complex ways that members allytengage in the community. “The
enterprise is joint not in that everybody belietles same thing or agrees with
everything, but in that it is communally negotidt@d/enger, 1998, p.78). It is important
to note that the teachers in the Writing Collabweahad varied experiences and
backgrounds with writing and different views of tigelves as writers coming into the
community. This diversity among the teachers whatwnade engagement in the
practices possible and productive (Wenger, 1998prder for the community to make
progress toward its goal of exploring writing andtiwg identities, it was important for
the teachers to share their individual perspecfioethe community’s consideration and
likewise listen to the contributions of others tthance the progress toward these goals
(Palinscar, Magnusson, Marano, Ford, & Brown, 19@®nsequently, they engaged in
dialogue with one another, exchanging ideas, kndgédeand opinions that “directly
influenced each other’s understanding as a matteutine” (Wenger, 1998, p.75).

Data revealed that joint enterprise was evidetihéways in which the teachers
used the practice of sharing to make meanings ibhgrand themselves as writers.
Engaging in readings, discussions, and activiteggered on writing provided the
common enterprise for the Writing Collaborative anglated a space for them to
demonstrate agreement, propose opposing ideagjayupsrspectives, and explore new
ideas related to writing. The share practicesfémalitated the shared goal of making
sense of writing and themselves as writers as lege¢hrough talk includedupport and

affirm, ask questiongndexplore ideas.Table 7 summarizes the share practices that
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illustrated the joint enterprise of the Writing Gdidorative and ways in which the
teachers worked together to create a context f&ingaense of writing and themselves

as writers.

Table 7. Share Practices That lllustrate Joinegpnise

Share Types . . wC
Practice Practice Descriptors Sessions
 Demonstrate agreement with others’
Agree with or comments
S:fﬁfi?r?]rt/ affirm others’ e  Affirm and support knowledge and 15’2é37’4é
comments ideas of others T
e Admit to similar practices
. e Gain better understanding
Details / - Clarify articulated thought
clarification arify articu ated thoughts
Ask e Secure more information
. . 3 . 1121314!
Questions . . e Affirm one’s own beliefs
Self-affirmation . 5,6,7,8
° » Relieve self-doubt
-g Propose opposing e Question others in order to consider
5 thoughts opposing ideas .
5 Recognize or  Recognize new ideas presented by
= . L others
S Present new ideas . .
S e Present new ideas to the community
Recognize or . Etizcr)gmze opposing ideas presented|by
Explore Preseir&te(;gposmg e Present opposing ideas to the 1234
Ideas community s
— — 5,6,7,8
* Restate others’ ideas by revoicing
Clarify Ideas  Restate ones’ own ideas in a differen
way
Name |deas  Name to others’ ideas
Extend Ideas - Extend |de_as by elaborating, providing
more detail or examples

Support and affirm. Working toward a common goal does not necessamipyi
agreement among all members of a community (Wed§88). In fact, revealing
conflicting attitudes, perspectives, or approadbebe work of the community serves to

enhance the learning that takes place. Howevethé&teachers in the Writing
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Collaborative, supporting and affirming one anotheomments, knowledge, ideas, or
practices related to writing or the topics thatustsin the Collaborative were important
to their meaning making and continued mutual engege. Cuddapah and Clayton
(2011), in applying Wenger's communities of praetibeory to explore a new teacher
cohort, also found that during talk, new teachegaged iraffirming others’ beliefs and
practices on a regular and frequent basis. Likevidagbanks and LaGrone (2006),
studying talk in a Teacher Research Group, diseav#rataffirmingwas used to support
teacher researchers’ constructions of knowledgetaieaching. In the Writing
Collaborative, there were several ways in wisapport ancaffirm occurred. During
discussions of the book study, interactions withimg tasks, and participation in
inkshedding, teachers agreed with one another’syeamts, affirmed knowledge that
other’s shared, or admitted to similar ideas ocficas that were voiced by one another.
For example, during session five Wes respondedijimoée in our book study by
Ralph Fletcher (1996a) in which Fletcher statedefiMries have a way of embedding
themselves in special places” (p.89). Making aneation to the quote, Wes shared a
personal story about the house he grew up in andithwas difficult, now that it was
being rented, to visit the house and see the clsahge had taken place. Reflecting on
the memories it evoked for him, Wes shared, “Onstteond floor we had a wall we
measured me and my brothers’ heights; | mean alitemories that are in that physical
location, and seeing those with somebody elsedivrthat space is just very odd.” In

the dialogue that followed his comment, Brian anar§diret responded by affirming
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Wes'’ interpretation of the quote and making pertoaanections that further supported

his explanation of how memories embed themselvepaaific places in our lives.

Brian: We all have old songs that are like a tmmechine.
Margaret:  Absolutely!

Brian: The first few notes come up...

Margaret: Buddy Holly

Brian: ...on the radio and you're likeghamthrown back into 8 grade,
walking around with a friend or whatever.

Margaret: When I've gone back to houses in Texaare | lived for a long
time...it's closure for me. | have to go back and #®t it looks
ok, that it's happy. That's me. | have to...| dog inside, but |
drive by and say, “It's neat. It's clean. It's hgppok.” And | can
put that to rest.

In this example, Brian and Margaret’s responsegeseio affirm and support Wes'’s own
conclusions about memories. Brian used a similkustrate how songs, like time
machines, can take us back to a particular timepsanzk just as Wes’s memory had done
for him. By doing this, Brian was affirming Wesentribution to the discussion.
Margaret's emphatic response, “Absolutely,” wasemairthy as well. According to
Bakhtin (1996), in a dialogic exchange, when te&eher grasps or senses the meaning of
the speech, she immediately develops an activeonss/e attitude toward what has been
said. The responsive attitude that the listenan the speaker, adopts is often expressed
with emotion and evaluation. The word “absolutelfien spoken with expressive

intonation “is no longer a word, but a complete@dr@nce expressed by one word”
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(Bakhtin, 1996, p. 85). In this sense, Margaretdamatory reply added weight to its
meaning, confirming the shared understanding ctlgatéheir conversation.

Teachers in the collaborative also supported #imthad others’ comments and
beliefs specifically related to their writing praets by acknowledging allegiance to the
same or similar practices. In session seven,dgmted the teachers with Anne Lamott’s
essay “Shitty First Drafts” to help facilitate cargation around the writing process.
Teachers engaged in rich conversations about igattiat proved to be supportive and,
in general, aligned with one another’s ideas. iRstance, Don initiated a conversation
about the act of drafting a piece of writing, adimg that he composes only one draft.
This comment elicited several responses from therdeachers in which they admitted

to a similar practice.

Don: You know, | never wrote more than one drafer.

Allison: | don’t write many drafts.

Don: | just go back and change the words, b@vien rewrite a draft.
Leah: Two drafts and that’s it. I'm the one whbors over every word,

trying to make it perfect the first time. EventiSinot really
something that’s not going to somebody I'm scardbsse it. |
just want to write it (gestures a perfect papee)ftrst time.

Larissa: | sometimes have two papers at one timell rough draft on the
side then work it into my piece then back and fdiké that.

By admitting to a similar process for drafting, tleachers positioned themselves as
writers aligned in their responses to multiple tirafin doing so, they reinforced Don’s
participation in the community and demonstratedgadince to a particular writing

practice. Supporting and affirming seemed to B@p become more invested in the
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discussion as it ensued, allowing him to move ftbeperipheral of the community to
the inside as a legitimate participant (Lave & Wemd.991).

Supporting and affirming one another’s contribngido the Writing Collaborative
was one way that teachers were able to dialogiesfjage in the sense making of the
community, giving common purpose to the focus afimg and their identities as writers.

Ask questions. Important to the enterprise of a community arewhgs in which
the members learn from each other through joinvities (Horne, 2007). For the
Writing Collaborative, dialogic interactions servaslithe most prominent means for
negotiating ideas about writing and what it meartté a writer. To that end, asking
guestions in response to sharing was a common chéh@ncouraging participation and
pushing the goals of the collaborative forwardorfRmy analysis of the video
transcriptions, | gleaned three main purposesdking questions: (a) for details and
clarification, (b) for self-affirmation, and (c) fwopose opposing thoughts.

Details and clarification. Asking questions to gain additional information @aad
clarify a member’s spoken thoughts was presendneesdegree in all eight sessions of
the Writing Collaborative. Teachers tended toraske questions in response to sharing
during the book study segments than any other duneg the sessions. Most often, this
entailed asking questions in relation to a quoténerof text that teachers shared and
elaborated on. In a discussion from session séxaigsa shared and explained a quote
from the book study that resonated with her, prangptne to ask thought-provoking

guestions about her inspiration for a recent pefeeriting she shared.
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Larissa: And | went with the paragraph dowrplethat..Writing opens
doors in us we never knew existed.” It’s like dothgt thing I just
did [heart map]. It's like when | get started | raane thing in
mind, but then it goes somewhere else. And whegess, it’s like
astonishing sometimes. | can't really believed Has inside of
me. You know? Where did this come from? But... (la)g

Allison: Do you know what might have inspired.LiRe your heart map,
you had no idea it was going to turn out like théathat might
have made the difference?

Larissa: I think I have inner feelings thatd’inhibited that | don’t release
until my creative juices start flowing, and sometsri have to go
back in these recesses to find out where they’nairog from.

In referencing her heart map, Larissa providedxamgple of how writing opened doors
for her that she never realized existed. In respado Larissa’s comments, | asked
probing questions to not only gain a better undading of what she meant, but also to
help her explore the questions she posed for HersBl questioning was intentional
because thirty minutes earlier she had shareddeet map and she was surprised by the
creativity and organization that was reflecteden Wwriting. Larissa previously
commented, “I asked myself, ‘Why am | putting ittims kind of order?’ And | thought,
well that’s how my creativity goes; it's allabscure, | guess. But in the end, it comes
together.” As the session progressed, it was avistee was still struggling to understand
how her writing and writing style evolved. Thenefpmy probing questions prompted
her to think more deeply about herself as a writewhich she concluded was a result of
her “creative juices” that helped to release hbiaitions.

Sdf-affirmation. While teachers used affirmation to demonstrate srgpr and

agreement with one another’'s comments and ideag sbthe teachers also used
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guestioning as a form of self-affirmation to rekeself-doubt and affirm their own beliefs
or notions about writing or a topic. Larissa, wiever clearly identified herself as a
writer, posed questions during book study discumsstbat affirmed her own ideas or
relieved doubt she felt about ideas she had shvaitedhe teachers in the collaborative.
For example, in session four Larissa, in discusbmg talk influences our perceptions of

a person, posed questions to the group for setfyaffg purposes.

Larissa: | skipped to page 59, “Writers ascinated by talk...” And |
underlined, “The way we talk says a ton about wiecane.”
Which I think...is ... mean, that’s just wild, rightBecause you
can look at somebody...I mean you can have an idagefson
and until they open their mouth and the words tioate out, it
just, it ether enhances it or it really disinteggtright? Yeah...

Wes: Better to say nothing and thought a foah tfttaopen your
mouth....
Larissa: Yeah, exactly...and I'm learning this.

Wes relieved Larissa’s doubt about her beliefsdsponding with a paraphrased quote
by Mark Twain that suggested it is better to rensilient and thought a fool than to say
something and confirm it. Larissa immediately eipaited Wes'’s reply and agreement
with her ideas of how a person’s talk can deterroueperceptions of others. Her
anticipation was evident in her subsequent repiyhich she interrupted his quoting and
indicated agreement. In analyzing this dialogictenge through a Bakhtinian (1981;
1986) lens, from the beginning of her utteranceidsa expected an active response from

those to whom her thoughts were addressed. Batdfens to this concept as
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addressivity in which “the utterance has both ah@uand an addressee” (p. 95) who are

active participants in the conversation. BakhtirtHer explained:

From the very beginning, the speaker expects ansgpfrom them, an active
responsive understanding. The entire utterancenstructed, as it were, in
anticipation of encountering this response. (p.94)

The mutual collaboration between Larissa and Weemgged shared meanings about the
topic of talk, but also served to alleviate hef-gelubt regarding her own ideas. This
example demonstrated discourse as a process imhalogue creates the self (‘what |
think’), generates knowledge or understanding ¢t&ent, ideas, shared meaning), and
constitutes the other (‘what she thinks’)” (Danveiez, 2001, p.145).

Opposing thoughts. Finally, teachers asked questions in order to epo
opposing thoughts and ideas for consideration bygtbup. However, this response to
sharing did not emerge until after session fouggesting that as teachers became
mutually engaged in the collaborative new respotsebare practices emerged to
facilitate discussions of writing and writers. Wdugh teachers had expressed their own
beliefs about writing and writers, which stood position to others, their differences
were not taken up as a subject of talk. In sesstwen, in discussing the reading of
Lamott’s essay, “Shitty First Drafts,” Margaret pesded to my explanation of fear of
writing a poor draft by asking questions that prsgubideas that were not under my
consideration.

Allison: One thing | highlighted in the very baging in the second

paragraph is, “All good writers write them.” Meagithat these
shitty first drafts...and | made a comment, | said|lyknowing
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that and convincing people of that will give moeople
confidence that it's okay to produce something.,Batl as | said
that, that's totally opposite of who | am becautsbbr over every
word. When it finally gets on paper, there’s nataim revision
going to be done to it. | don’t freewrite. | jukin’t sit down and
get it all out then worry about moving it aroundiaseaning it all
up and polishing it. It comes out that way. Whigla much more
laborious process...at least it's mentally more tgxihdon’t
know...so, it made me feel better, but then agadindim’t. I'm
terrified of writing a crappy first draft.

Margaret: Well, don’t you think it depends on wigau’re writing for? Or
that you labor over it or you're just writing fdre joy of writing?
If ’'m writing for just the joy, then I'mzoom zoom zoamif I'm
writing something to send to someone or it's gdbeo
professionally done as you, | will take...be very imdbus.

Wes: | also like the part that was the guy...ongewnoted “it's not like
you don’t have a choice, because you do- you dherelype, or
kill yourself.” Lol

Leah: | like that!

In this example, Margaret’s questions served tp@se alternative thinking about the
writing of drafts in that it is related to the venits purpose and audience. She used
personal examples of her own writing approachltstifate her point. In writing for joy
and pleasure, she is not as concerned with stylestsre, and mechanics, and therefore
iIs not as concerned about how it comes out ondhge.pHowever, Margaret argued
writing professionally requires her to be very roelbus. By making these claims, she
positioned herself as a writer who approaches angriask based on its purpose and
audience, but also as one who is comfortable piadgwucless than perfect draft. Her
guestions also served to position me, suggestatgutider specific purposes, writing a

“crappy first draft” is acceptable, if not expectddesisted this positioning by not taking
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up the storyline to which | was invited, (DaviedH&arré, 1990) choosing to let my belief
that writing crappy drafts is terrifying stand. VWem (1998) argued that a joint enterprise
does not imply agreement throughout the commurfity fact, in some communities,
disagreement can be viewed as a productive paéneagnterprise” (p. 78). Thus,
discursive tensions and contradictions are resaigemembers “enhance or silence
particular words and associations” (Barton & Tugtin005, p.115). While | would not
characterize my resistance to Margaret’s positigis one of tension, it demonstrated
how our dissimilar responses were interconnectaakyibuting to the shared knowledge
of the community. Margaret’s questions also refidahe importance of taking initiative
to ask questions. Taking initiative &k questionsf one another during conversations
assisted teachers in gaining a better understamdioge another’s contributions to the
collaborative and provided a way for teachers tippse opposing or alternative thoughts
for consideration by the community. In the lashtaf the conversation, Wes interjected
a humorous solution to the debate that ultimatebyght the discussion to a close.
Explore ideas. Language, and the ways in which members of a contynuse
language to make meaning, plays a significantirotbe negotiation of joint enterprises
(Barton & Tusting, 2005). To this end, explorattaik and cumulative talk were
important discursive strategies that enabled thehers to focus on exploring and
explaining ideas about writing and themselves atergr Data from all eight sessions
revealed talk around exploring ideas that entaskaeral kinds of conversations:
acknowledging or presenting new ideas; acknowleglgimpresenting opposing ideas;

clarifying ideas by revoicing; naming ideas; anteexling ideas through elaboration.
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Acknowledge or present new ideas. During the Writing Collaborative sessions |
noticed that teachers acknowledged, through vexdraiments, new ideas presented by
other members, and likewise, presented new idetteeofown to the community. During
session one, | asked teachers to sketch or repnaseally their idea or characteristics of
a writer. | explained they could use symbols or@e illustrations, but not words.

Mindy, who was the quietest participant in the @bdirative, shared her representation of
a writer last, admitting that she included manyhaf same characteristics already
mentioned. However, she immediately pointed ocharacteristic that the group had not

mentioned and made it a focus of her contributmthé discussion.

Mindy: | drew a stick figure and incorporated soof the things y’all did.
One thing | had that we had not talked about...llxeta “no
talking” sign over their mouths because...A lot of stydents who
like to write, don't like to talk or they have trole talking, so they
choose to write. Some of my quietest students Havbest pieces
of writing. They don’t mind sharing what they thithrough their
writing, but they just don’t verbalize it.

Allison: Hmmm...I've never thought about that.

Brian: Yeah, they have a lot to say, but arelyeatimidated by people.
Larissa: Uh, huh. Yeah. (nods head)

Mindy: That'’s their way of communicating

In this excerpt, Mindy presented a new idea anérsthresponded by acknowledging the
idea or aligning themselves with her. For examipéeknowledged Mindy’s new idea by
stating that | had never given thought to how wgtcould support students who were
reluctant to share their work verbally. Brian, lewer, aligned himself with Mindy by

interpreting what she meant relative to quiet stislend their ability to express
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themselves through writing. Brian’s alignment swglgd he had also encountered some
of these same students in his classroom. Evesdaisi utterance and non-verbal nod of
her head acknowledged Mindy'’s idea that otherbéncobllaborative had not considered.
One aspect of a joint enterprise is “it invites ndeas as much as it sorts them out”
(Wenger, 1998, p.82). By situating her responsexperiences from her classroom,
Mindy shifted the focus of the discussion from exanyg a writer’s characteristics from
their own personal experiences as writers to amuagonal one as seen from a teacher of
writing.

Interestingly, in creating their visual represéiotas, all but Mindy looked at
writing from the perspective of themselves or gaheharacteristics of writers. Mindy,
however, took on the perspective of a teacher dingrand talked about “quiet” students
in her classroom and how writing provided them @enae for engagement in classroom
activities. Similarly, in her first interview wheasked to discuss the characteristics of a
good writer, Mindy replied:

Um, well, I've noticed with a lot of my kids, a lof the students who are good

writers or like to write, a lot of times maybe a@me of the quieter students who

may not like to express themselves verbally, bey ttan write it down that way.

People who are reflective, they like to refleceople who are...Sometimes |

think some of my visual people are better write¥sduse they are able to describe
things better maybe

Mindy’s representation of quiet students and hosy thre more willing to express
themselves through writing than talking seemeda@litel her engagement in the Writing
Collaborative and the writer identities she enactiedcomparison to the other teachers,

Mindy was a silent participant in the collaboratigentributing more through written
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rather than oral discourse. Her role in the comitgwmas not surprising given she had
previously described her feelings about writingisgy*“l feel really comfortable with it.
And I've always said | think I'm a better writerah | am a speaker. If | have something
written down and can use it, I'm a much better kpeavhen | have that writing.” Her
point here was one of self-reflection, but alsase® to echo the voices of her “quiet”
students.

Acknowledge or present opposing ideas. Teachers also acknowledged opposing
ideas of others and presented opposing ideas iofotlva as a way to contribute to the
joint sense-making of the community. The examgeskent stemmed from a
conversation during session six that followed &skedding with the essays the teachers
wrote on “The Power of Our Words.” | reviewed th&shed protocols and encouraged
them to ask questions, make comments, agree a@rdesavith ideas, or provide
supportive feedback. The task was not to judgeddrthe essays, but rather to react and
reflect on the content. After the teachers hae tiomread and make comments, we
debriefed about the inkshed process and how itdedhed ink on others’ work and to
have ink shed on our own work. As the conversghimgressed, most of the teachers
agreed that reading and commenting on one anotietiag, although a bit
uncomfortable for some, was a productive experienes described the positive

aspects of inkshedding in this way:

One of the things | thought was interesting anohdllof wish we had more
rotations cause, you know, the first time througghjust you adding your
comments. But, then next time you get the pers@xtplus the previous

person’s comments, and it was kind of cool to skatwomeone else had thought,
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what parts were interesting to them, and, you krnjost,some of those kinds of
things can help spark some ideas. | liked thataspfat as well.

Brian, although he thought the inkshedding proteskvalue, felt that reading one
another’s work took away from the aesthetic expeeeand opportunities for gleaning
deeper meaning from the texts. In the excerptvineh@ presented an opposing idea that

reflected his experiences with inkshedding.

Brian: The passing of the papers....it's nice t@bke to...l learned that
these guys have some good cursive. | wouldn’t tkawsvn that if
they read it aloud, but | found that here and where. even with my
own students and stuff, I'd rather hear the readidgather hear the
author read his work. Why? Because only they kndwene to
emotionally accent the words they’ve chosen, howetce it. You
know? And stuff like that. And | feel a whole ‘nethlayer of
meaning comes in when we get...like you know, if'ye ever
listened to Robert Frost musically accompanie. pbetry. He used
to make recordings of that stuff; so did Jamesdoyend it's really
interesting to hear, you know? It's different opage. There’s
something missing. It's like it's pastel as comphi@ rainbow colors
for me. When you guys are actually reading youn swuff, | get it
even more.

In articulating his ideas, Brian provided relevaribrmation that was explicit in
supporting his opinions and reasons for prefertinigear an author read his own work as
opposed to reading the text on the page as wenditkiinkshedding process. As typical
in exploratory talk, teachers seek each other'siops and ask questions to elicit reasons
(Mercer, 2000; Mercer & Howe, 2012). Brian, howesertbsumed the teachers’ inquiry
by asking, “Why?” and proceeding to explain hissmes. In the conversation that

ensued, the teachers engaged in a kind of co-reasaffering contributions that
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enabled them “to make critical evaluations andhigamt conclusions” (Mercer, 2000,
p.99) that aligned with Brian’s ideas.
Margaret: So, especially like when Wes reapbism “White Laundry” last

week? The last time we heard about his one rek aod his white
laundry and he read it and emphasized...

Allison: Are you talking about the intonationcathe inflection?
Brian: Yeah, that's a big part of what | amisgy
Wes: Well, I think that’s like the poetry I"adone with my students. |

have them read it twice and its’ amazing how ddfgrsome of
those readings are...some of it is just the studéat volunteered
maybe stumbles over the words, but to just hear they are
connecting the phrases or how they are putting esipland how
it's different from the other person who readsAnd it does make
a big difference how it sounds in your head vethesperson next
to you, and it can change a lot. So, yeah, | caragleantages of
both.

In exploratory talk, control of the conversatioraisconstant negotiation, as speakers
offer contributions which may, if partners are paded, determine the subsequent
direction of collective thinking” (Mercer, 2000,92). Although Brian initiated the
opposing idea, the control of the conversationtstijfto Margaret, Wes and me as we
jointly negotiated the meanings and built a shamederstanding from the opposing ideas
Brian presented. As the conversation progressath ef us contributed a nuance to the
concept of reading aloud our own writing, exemptifyhow teachers built shared and
subsequently more nuanced understandings of anrangihding her work aloud.

Clarify ideas. Teachers in the Writing Collaborative often clatfiideas by
restating, paraphrasing or summarizing one’s owascdr those of others. This discourse

strategy, called “revoicing,” occurs when a papiit's contribution is re-uttered by
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another participant in the discussion (O’Connor &lhhels, 1996). Through revoicing,

a speaker may restate or slightly modify what asogarticipant has said for the purpose
of confirmation or clarification (Yamakawa, Form@&Ansell, 2005). Clarification of
ideas served as a way for teachers to check fagratahding during dialogic exchanges.

Sometimes these exchanges were brief and invalnBdwo teachers. For
example, in preparation for writing the essay, “Hwoaver of Our Words,” | asked
teachers to make a list of unique, interestinggawerful words that appealed to them. In
sharing her wordgraffiti, Leah explained that it was a unique word ancpa tyf writing
she had yet to master. “I tried. | cannot makeféihdetters work together and stuff. So,
it's just a unique form of art that’s just...thatjust weird,” she commented. In response,
Margaret simply restated, “Graffiti,” seeminglyctarify and consider Leah’s selection
of the word.

Other dialogic exchanges in which teachers ctatifdeas occurred in longer
segments and involved multiple teachers. In sedsiar, teachers read and reflected
upon an article from thiew York Timesalled “A New, Noisier Way of Writing” that
examined new generational writing through the dssooial media such @&acebookand
Twitter and its impact on writing and the writing procesghose the article specifically
to elicit conversation about writing, particuladyiting in this day and age of technology
and instant information. The concept that recethedmost attention in the article was
this idea of “burp outs” — making our feelings,ageand thoughts public before we have
reviewed or edited them. This sparked a livelgdssion about the personal nature of

writing and whether writers write in total isolatior if it is social and to what extent. In



133

the following dialogue, the teachers discussedtimn of “isolation,” illustrating the

ways in which revoicing was used to clarify idenared among them.

Larissa:

Allison:

Margaret:

Larissa:

Margaret:

Brian:

Larissa:

Margaret:

| think in a sense, though, when yowrigéing sometimes you take
it so personally that you don’t want to share uydili're finished.
Sometimes when | write, or I'm in a creative moleave to...1 do
isolate myself because | don’t want any distraiohwant to be
one with the piece I'm creating...and maybe that'siie’s
referring to...not so much not listening, | think rbayafter you've
already picked up all these words or tidbits, sghhd sounds
around you, that you are trying to formulate yowrds...your
power on your paper.

It's kind of like a while ago, Wes saitl didn’t get very far. |
need some...” | anticipated you needed some quiet, timaybe
it's ...maybe he means that...cause if you shut yolio$el
completely you have no experiences.

But isolation, as she said, helpgecall because I'm able to sit
down and take the time to think and recall all thesntences, all
those sensations, and all those feelings. Andjitsheut down the
distractions. | don’t know about your life, but whiego home |
want silence. | don’t want the TV on; | don’t waartything on; |
don’t want any noise.

Because it’s like ADD...if you're drigrand something else is
going on.

Yes, and | like that quiet time oratdver you want to call it, and
it's easier cause then my mind can work and brungadl those
feelings. So, | know exactly what she’s saying.

| think there has to be a balance. ¥aue to go out and come
back in. Sometimes we have this picture of totalkiton and so
when | saw...that level of serious isolation thatdkof got me. |
don’t know about total isolation, but you have tvé a place. Just
as you [Larissa] said. We talked about that infoat
meeting...your writing place.

Yes, a writing place.

That's true.
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In this exchange, some of the revoicing is subfler example, in response to Larissa’s
comment that isolation occurs “after you’ve alrepibked up all these words or tidbits,
sights, and sounds around you,” | repeated hemthtowith a slight reinterpretation when
| replied, “ ... cause if you shut yourself off coraf@ly you have no experiences.”
Margaret revoiced Larissa’s idea of isolation @a®lation to everyday distractions when
she stated, “But isolation, as she said, helpseoallrbecause I'm able to sit down and
take the time to think and recall all those sergenall those sensations, and all those
feelings.” Larissa’s subsequent comment clariffed idea even further by using a
simile to illustrate how isolation is sometimes e&xary for a writer to be productive.
Ultimately, Brian’s conclusions served to clarihetentire discussion by stating that
writers need a balance, including a writing pldaissa’s last utterance confirmed
Brian’s idea of isolation as a writing place bytatmg his exact words to which Margaret
agreed.

In both of these instances, teachers revoicecnother’s ideas for clarification,
assisting them in the co-construction of meanirgsiawriters and their craft.

Nameideas. Another wayteachers in the collaborative responded to theeshar
practice ofexplore ideasgontributing to the joint enterprise, wasn@ameor categorize
other’s ideas. Wenger’s (1998) concept of reifmaiis useful when examining how
teachers named or categorized the ideas of otlAdtisough | defined reification in
chapter two, | revisit the concept here to demasthow the process of reification
served to facilitate “the negotiation of sharedenstandings” (Barton & Tusting, 2005.

p.26) and shape the experiences (Wenger, 1998gdéachers in the Writing
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Collaborative. As stated earlier, reification ik€ process of giving form to our
experiences by producing objects that congeaktkperience into ‘thingness™ (Wenger,
1998, p.58). These objects then become the fazusehotiation of meaning. As a
process, reification includes “making, designirgpresenting, naming, encoding, and
describing, as well as perceiving, interpretingngsreusing, decoding, and recasting”
(p- 59). Naming something then becomes one ofitirgficant ways a concept becomes
reified (Barton & Tusting, 2005) and becomes péthe practices of the community.

In this first example from session five, Brian tsdhred that a severe head injury
temporarily left him with the inability to read amdite fluently and the challenges he
faced as a result. Specifically, this injury impathis ability to recall meanings of
vocabulary terms. In this dialogue excerpt, stengnfifom a quote in our book study,
Brian explained how he eventually regained a lotadfabulary he lost due to his
accident.

Brian: And, uhm, the way | remember thingsiffedent now. It's like new
synapsis had to be made in order for me to redinese memories. |
mean it was through friends and family dratebooko some extent
because of people I've connected with from long a§jod someone
could say something to me and | all of a sudderafethole area of
memory light up from one thing that was said, arskent me back
and | recognized it, you know? And | lost a lotvotabulary, too.
And ever since then it's not really a new or unlisu@d, but one that
| just forgot that | ever knew. So, when | reddyiil like “Bam!” hit
me like that, and | know I've got it for keeps agaLike it's come
back to me and stuff. Anyways, when | read thatesgce it was very
personal.

Larissa: Just like going home.

Brian: It's like going home. Especially chiloibd and family members I've
lost cause those are so precious to me and thegive back.
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Here, Brian indicated that words and their meanimgsld come back to him at
unexpected moments, triggered by everyday evedige those memories were evoked,
he realized they were there to stay. Larissa redgubby naming his process of acquiring
lost vocabulary by stating it was “Just like golmgme.” Brian revoiced her comment,
signifying his agreement.

In another example from session six, Mindy sharedgment of text from our
book study in which a young boy whose mother hadmdted suicide the previous year
came to terms with her tragedy through the usesoivhter’'s notebook. In the excerpt

below, Mindy used this quote as a springboard *ptaning her idea of good writing.

Mindy: | chose one on page 106, “Hi Mom. W®.” |just chose the
letter the little boy was gonna write to his momowtad
committed suicide. It says, “With these four wohdsbroke the
silence.” It reminded me of the topic on our disios board; to
me, that's good writing. Several people posted goad writing is
the impact it has on others. But, | think alsodevriting is the
impact it has on you when you write it because pnabably just
had such a big impact on him, those four wordg,gtesting that
letter. | think that was something...that was goodimg. That
was something he needed to do.

Margaret: It was healing writing

Mindy: Yes.

In this stretch of talk, Mindy used the quote frtme text to support her definition of
“good writing.” In doing so, she reflected on pimws discussions about good writing in
which teachers defined it based on the impactdtdraothers. Although Mindy agreed
that good writing could be measured by its impacothers, she offered an alternative

definition by suggesting that good writing was alse impact it had on the writer,
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specifically writing that fulfilled a need. Margarrecognized this type of writing and
immediately named it “healing writing.” For Mar@arwriting was therapeutic. When
asked during her first interview about the sucstgshad experienced with writing she

commented:

Well, it's a healing for me. It helps me heals lbetter than drugs. But being
able to put down my feelings and know that it's doynain or my space and
nobody looks at it, it really helps and that wagah help me cope with some
things that go on in my life. Without being abledt that, it would stay bottled

up.
By naming Mindy’s definition of writing as “healingriting,” Margaret reified an
abstract idea into something more tangible (Ho20€,7) that reflected the practices and
organized the meanings created.

Both of these examples illustrated the ways incWwheachers’ experiences and
negotiations of meanings were reinforced in thetMgiCollaborative through the
process ohamingideas of others.

Extend ideas. In responding to the share practices of the comipuigachers
often extended their own ideas or ideas of otHexsugh elaboration, providing details
and examples to support and enhance their meankegsnsion of ideas helped teachers
in the collaborative to understand the idea or ephander discussion. The conversation
below took place in session six during an inkshegldin the “Power of Words” essay,
and is actually the last few turns in a longer @sation among Brian, Leah, and Wes.
In the exchanges prior to this excerpt, Brian sthéuie process for composing and how he

trusted his first impulses, thinking, “the rouglafiiis the keeper.” He continued by
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confessing his enjoyment of improvisation and prdaig, not worrying about what

others will think. “I like to produce. That's miihg; | produce.” His ideas stood in

contrast to Leah’s, who admitted that she revisgtsdraft multiple times, claiming, “It's

always just a constant, ‘how can | take it to te&trstep?’” In this excerpt, Brian and

Leah extended their thoughts and supported ondar®imeaning making by

elaborating on shared ideas.

Leah:

Brian:

Leah:

Brian:

Leah:

Brian:

Leah:

I’'m constantly writing and re writing.dthot what | want to say....
It's not there yet.
It's not there yet.

When | write songs I'm more that way. WHan writing a song, it
needs to coordinate, the rhythm needs to coordimigbewhatever the
melody | got and ideas and stuff. | will edit angdike crazy to get it
to land properly. But that's not necessarily tofieny prose writing.

But my day affects...cause even here th&lg@ portion of her text)
Is an angry text. It's different than the piecenblly settled on. Cause
it goes on how | feel. | had a bad day with kidbe.first draft was
really about being pissed off. | want my wordsomvince others to
be kind, reflective, cause I've been harping orséhieids about that.
So, depending on ... | can write the same thing Btomes. So,
depending on my mood, | can write about the sarpie wver and
over and get a different result.

So, you might have several changes.

Very much so.

In this exchange of cumulative talk, both teaclergtributed ideas, which were

uncritically accepted. Cumulative talk encourajgast contributions to the discussion

(Mercer, 2000) and is often marked by “repetiticctfirmations, and elaborations”

(Mercer, 2004). Here Leah implied that she rewritequently because she is never
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satisfied with her drafts. Brian completed herestagnt when he replied “It's not there
yet,” to which Leah repeated his words, confirming acceptance of ideas between
them. They then engaged in a discussion in winel both elaborated on the drafting
process and the considerations and decisions Hatyraake as they compose a piece of
text. In Brian’s last comment he revoiced Leahtemance, making what Schiffrin (1987)
called a “warranted inference” (as cited in O’Con&dMichaels, 1993). Brian’s
inference was indicated by the discourse maskevhich opened up an opportunity for
Leah to approve or contradict his conclusion (O’G@@m& Michaels, 1993) to which she
emphatically agreed as evidenced by her reply.s@lsemments exchanged between
Brian and Leah were cooperative and illustrated tieey negotiated meaning and built
shared knowledge about the writing process by eltegrtheir ideas.
Summary

The ways in which teachers responded to the shraotiges in the Writing
Collaborative aided their negotiations of a jointegprise. Teachers engaged in various
discursive practices that supported their goal akimg sense of writing and themselves
as writers. Negotiating a response to this goa exadent in the ways in which teachers
responded to the practice of sharingshpporting and affirming, asking questioasd
exploring ideagogether These practices helped teachers create resouregpltoe
meanings of writing and themselves as writers ianged ways, contributing to the

shared repertoire of the community.
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Shared Repertoire

The final characteristic that lends coherenced¢oramunity of practice is the
development of a shared repertoire (Wenger, 1988jpursuing the joint enterprise of
the community, participants mutually engage infjaictivities, discussions, and sharing
of resources and information (Wenger, 2006). Qwee, the members develop joint
resources for negotiating meaning and facilitaBngagement in the community’s
practices (Wenger, 1998). The members draw frasehiesources in order to facilitate
the enterprise of the community. The repertoireegburces includes “routines, words,
tools, ways of doing things, stories, gestures,®j8) genres, actions or concepts that
the community has produced or adopted in the caafrge existence, and which have
become a part of its practice” (Wenger, 1998, p.8®t only did the teachers in the
Writing Collaborative share a common interest iting, but also they developed shared
resources or tools that helped them make sensetoigvand themselves as writers.
These joint resources developed primarily throdghresponse to the share practices of
the community and included the ways in which teesuldshare knowledge and
beliefsandnarrate personal storiesTable 8 exemplifies the responses to the share
practices teachers utilized to build a shared teperthat served as resources for the

teachers as they engaged in the Writing Collabarati



141

Table 8. Share Practices That lllustrate SharqrbRaire

Share Types Practice Descriptors WC
Practices Sessiong
Topic e Contribute facts, information, or thoughts abouit
Specific a topic being discussed
o Share , - I 124
= | Knowledge N e Share one’s beliefs about ertlr_wg 12,4,
£ | and Beliefs Wr|t||jg and e Share knoyvledge aboqt.the writing process 6,7.8
2 Writers e Share advice about writing styles and techniqpes
x e Share writing resources
E e Relate to or confirm others’ ideas by sharing a
8 Narrate Personal personal experience 1,3,4,5,
n Stories Storytelling | « Sharing personal stories to exemplify a concgpt 6,7,8
or topic being discussed
e Sharing personal and classroom connections

Share knowledge and beliefsDeveloping a shared repertoire of resources takes
time and sustained interaction among teachercomanunity (Wenger, 2006).
Although the duration of the Writing Collaboratilasted one semester, it provided time
for teachers to develop some linguistics toolsefogaging in conversations and writing
tasks that supported their exploration of writimglahemselves as writers. By sharing
their knowledge and beliefs about specific topieg evolved from their conversations,
writing, and themselves as writers, teachers wojidly to create shared meanings. In
examining the talk among a new teacher cohort, @pald and Clayton (2011) found that
the talk typically consisted of resource and infation exchanges that supported their
new roles as teachers. Specifically, teachetisarWriting Collaborative contributed
and exchanged knowledge that was topic specificadodit writing and writers.

Topic specific. As would be expected, not all of the talk that tptdce in the
Writing Collaborative revolved around writers andtimg. It was commonplace for

teachers to contribute facts, information, or peasdhoughts about a topic, other than
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writing, during conversations. In fact, topicasdissions often originated from the book
study, a writing activity, or a piece of writingaled among the group, ebbing and
flowing among topics of personal interest, relassaies, or current events. The dialogic
exchange presented here took place during thedasion, which served as a writing
celebration. Teachers chose a piece of writingegead from their experiences in the
collaborative to share aloud. This conversatiagimated from Brian’s song lyrics,

which he wrote and performed for the group, titfdéhve to the Caboose” that used a
train caboose as a literal and metaphorical reptagsen of things gone past. He
prefaced his performance by asking the group tmKtabout things that disappear and
they're very likely not going to come backThe following long stretch of talk typified
the kind of discussions the teachers engaged imdrtopics of interest, and | share the
entire episode to demonstrate how during this catiud talk, the teachers contributed
and built knowledge together. After the performaathis song, | initiated the discussion
by providing specific feedback about the writinglsthe used. Within one turn, |
changed the direction of the conversation from ap@ut Brian’s actual piece of writing

to one about the topic of his writing - trains.

Allison:  So, as you got softer, softer, and spfteould just see the caboose
just going into the distance...

Brian: Well, good, because that’s what | wasihgjit would do, that you
would see something go away at the end.

Allison: Do they not put a caboose on the end tvin anymore?
Don: No, not for about 15 years.

Brian: Is it because of the weight?



Don:

Allison:

Don:

Allison:

Don:

Brian:

Don:

Leah:

Don:

Leah:

Brian:

Leah:

Don:

Brian:
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No, Norfolk Southern downsized and that's crew they eliminated
was the caboose crew.

And what was the caboose crews’ role?

Originally, that's where some would sledpile/they went across the
country.

| swear I've seen some in the last £ang??

And you could wave at the guys on the backl they would just
wave.

And also, there was the necessity ofith#e on the tail of the train
just for visibility’s sake and that would be soniathelse that was
important.

Have you ever been to Sanitary to eat?eHeny of you eaten there?

| mean, | can't think of a better name foestaurant than the
Sanitary Café.

Back there in that back room there is a4d& thing. Have you seen
it? It's a fork-like thing that the guy in the acaise used to pull
messages. That's what they would stick in the gdpand he would
use it to snatch and pull it from the ground.

Well, at night, in my head when | thinkaofaboose.used to be the
Presidents would ...

Right, that's where whistle stops were...

....go from sea to shining sea and that wasith thing that the train
would stop and everybody would....that was beforetimg. But in
my head that’'s what | see the “wave to the caboasd’kids running
behind that train, waving, cause it was such adey.

And they use to go...where we use to liv&;latistmas, they would
go through the coal camps and throw candy and stuffand the kids
would chase the caboose.

That was a joy that is gone, you know?e Town that my father grew
up in called Hornell, NY right in the middle of tistate used to be
where all the passenger cars were made and madtaind there
was one of those giant roundhouse things like tiseire Dudley?

And it was just a fascinating town, but by the tihbame along, it
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was dead; that industry was gone. And all therewes these great
stories, and here we are in this writing clas$itigYou know, and
how many of us are remembering stooorieees anfll&aduse you
can’'t go see it anymore?

This talk revealed how the teachers contributedanid knowledge about the subject of
trains. The initial question | asked, “Do they pot a caboose on the end of a train
anymore?” shifted the conversation by inviting otht® engage and share their
knowledge and experiences. Don, who grew up ireatWirginia coalmining town,
accepted the invitation and immediately began sldris insights, based on personal
experiences, as to why the caboose no longer dxifen’s insights led Brian and me to
ask subsequent questions that elicited more infoomabout trains. Initially, Don
contributed the majority of the information on trej however, approximately halfway
through the conversation Brian, drawing primarigrh personal experiences as well,
contributed to the discussion, allowing him to dwh the shared knowledge that had
been created to that point. When Leah entereddheersation; however, she drew
primarily from background knowledge related to kt&torical significance of the
caboose in relation to the Unites States presidehiryfike Don and Brian, Leah did not
speak from personal experiences, but rather franmieginings based on previous
knowledge as indicated by phrases such as “Wadlligat, in my head when | think of a

caboose...,” “....that was before my time,” and “Butymy head that's what | see.” Brian
brought the discussion full circle stating, how many of us are remembering

stooorieees and stuff because you can’t go sewihare?”
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Collectively, this episode of talk illustrated héiwo or more people use
language to combine their intellectual resourcatépursuit of a common task”
(Mercer, 2004, p. 139). When reflecting on qudtes the book study, sharing or
discussing a piece of writing, or engaging in aiwgi task, teachers oftentimes moved in
and out of talk about specific subjects. In otlwerds, teachers responded authentically
to the content of a piece of writing as well aitaft. While the subjects they talked
about represented a wide range of topics, suchramacaboose; a compost spreader;
family; social media; personality; death; and ttatleey illustrated the notion that writers
write about topics for which they care. Burke (2PSummarized the importance of

personal and social subjects in regard to writing:

When our subjects challenge us, when we care dbent, we write better. We
must be able to make a subject our own in someessmthat we may, through
our writing, enter into it and say something intgght about it. (p.35)

According to Fletcher (1996b) the physical woricedtly impacts a large majority of our
writing and topics of our conversations; therefatgaring knowledge and experiences
about specific topics became a part of the repertafithe Writing Collaborative, adding
cohesion to the community.

Writing and writers. The main objective for this study was to explorgrho
teachers made sense of writing and themselvesigsyand the implications for issues
of writing and writing instruction. In order to dbat, the opportunity for engagement
had to present itself so that the teachers coulk$t themselves in communities of

practice in the process of approaching a subjettenigWenger, 1998, p. 271). By
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initiating the construction of the community, | prded opportunities for the teachers to
engage in discursive practices that would suppeit sense making of writing and
exploration of their writer identities. To thatcgrieachers shared knowledge and beliefs
about writing and writers throughout the collab@atessions. Teachers’ conversations
relative to the craft of writing and writers incled the writing process, writing styles,
writing techniques, writing resources and themseb&writers as they responded to the
share practices.

As the collaborative sessions progressed, dataled that teachers felt more
comfortable talking about writing from a personatgpective rather than a general one
as evidenced by the use of personal pronouns itedolers’ talk. The use of personal
pronouns such as “l,” “me,” or “we” were one indioa of how teachers saw themselves
as writers and what it meant to write within thdladmorative. In this section, | present
two examples that represented the ways in whiathera positioned themselves as
writers by sharing their knowledge and beliefs alvaniting.

During session three, teachers engaged in a quitekinrwhich they explored
the questions “Is it important to be a reader oheorto be a writer? Is who you are as a
reader reflected in who you are as a writer? RAesé identities related?” After
introducing the quickwrite, teachers spent ten naaueflecting on these questions in
their writer's notebook. Below | present an episaod talk in which Wes and Leah
shared similar personal knowledge and beliefs athmutelationship between reading and
writing. From their perspective, being a readevles models or mentor texts for

writing.
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Wes: For me, | said | do think it is importanta® a reader in order to
write. | think to write well you kinda need an exgale, an
inspiration to draw from because why would you wanirite if
you have not seen good writing? If you don’t knowan, | read
this book and it's absolutely amazing, and | wanwtite like that.
Then what’s your motivation to write like that? Mwderstanding
is that most of the time you see someone elsetsgrand you
want to do that. | wish | could do that. Not nesarily sure I've
seen a lot of bleed over between what | read amdllvarite.
Those things | know are definitely related, anaIgone back and
seen where | tried to do something like this, buerms of
specifics of how they relate for me, I'm not quste certain.

Leah: | simply said | don'’t think it's a preregiie that you have to be a
reader to be a writer. But | am like Will, thoudidon’t know how
you write if you don’t have any models to go byméan, | wrote a
guestion to myself, “Is it content or writing styleat | like?”
Because, | read fromfifty Shadedo Edgar Allen Poe. And I like
Jack London. It just depends on me. Sometimisssilyle cause |
love how he writes. | wouldn’t want to write likefty Shades
You know, it's like watching a TV show that's mirdls or
something.

Throughout his comments Wes reflected on how bairgader provides models for
writing, concluding that reading and writing arennected. In doing so, he implied that
reading good writing motivates someone to write.eMen questioned the motivation for
writing of those who are not readers, when he askeavhy would you want to write if
you have not seen good writing?” Here he impllet teading good text is motivation
for writing. What is interesting about his stretdfitalk is the mixture of second and first
person indicated by the pronouns “you” and “yoand “l,” “me,” and “my”,
respectively. In using “me” and “I” in his openistatement, he positioned himself as a
reader, one who believes that being a readeriisraquisite for being a writer.

However, his speech shifted to second person asfleeted on reading serving as
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models for one’s writing, indicating that this wast necessarily a personal practice for
him. Phrases like “you kinda need an example,”dt\d1your motivation,” “you see
someone else’s writing,” and “you want to do thagémed to distance Wes from the
practice of using models. Wes confirmed this disitag when he admitted he had not
seen a lot of “bleed over” from what he reads t@atte writes, despite having “gone
back and seen where | tried to do something like"thAs a whole, Wes'’s dialogue
illustrated what Danielewicz (2001) defined asexiftity, “the act of self-conscious

consideration” (p. 155). She elaborated further:

It involves a person’s active analysis of pastatitns, events, products, with the
inherent goals of critique and revision for the leippurpose of achieving an
understanding that can lead to change in thougbébavior. (p. 156)

Reflexive thinking allowed Wes to review himselfaaseader and writer in relation to
others in the collaborative (Danielwicz, 2001) aoasider the relationship reading and
writing held for him.

Leah’s personal pronoun use, in comparison to \W&galed more about her
writing identities in relation to reading. In hesponse, Leah positioned herself in
opposition with Wes when she stated she didn'ktngading was a prerequisite for
writing. However, she aligned with Wes by positimnherself as someone who
understands the importance of using models whetmgyrimplying that she uses writing
models for both content and stylistics. For Lehk,use of models is a part of her
writing practice, not only as a writer, but alscaateacher of writing who models for her

students. Kelly Gallagher (2011), a renowned witieacher and staff developer on
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writing, stressed the benefits of “closely examgmwwriting from the real world” (p.20),
allowing these mentor texts to serve as modefshet first interview, when describing

what it meant to be a writer, Leah declared hewsé&lfriter stalker.”

Allison: What do you mean by that?

Leah: If there’s a writer or anybody coming toriBes & Noble or here or
anywhere, | stalk them. | go and watch and listewhat they
have to say. Because | just...

Leah’s comments here and subsequent ones fromtdreiew indicated that she “stalks”
professional writers to learn their craft, acquim@rmation, and gain sparks of ideas. In
analyzing Leah’s talk in these segments, her usleeopronoun “I” turned the attention to
herself, revealing the negotiation of identity, @fieally writer identities, through
dialogic exchange.

In this second example of the ways in which teexbé&the collaborative shared
knowledge and beliefs about writing, Brian, durarginkshedding, discussed the process
he used to compose his piece in response to theeiPaf Words” writing task from
session six. In the excerpt below, he explainedetail how sometimes his use of

writing techniques was unintentional and withoubasness.

Brian: Have you guys noticed this is an acrostic?

Wes: No, I didn’t. (Leah shakes her head no el&)w

Brian: This entire title goes right down the side

Wes: That'’s very cool.

Brian: | titled it first. Then | said, “Ok, I'veone this to my students

before. |1 am going to suffer as | have made theffes” So, |
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made it a big ole acrostic. That's what was hbed tvay. It really
made me think more about rhythm; whether I'm usitige .|
don’t intentionally alliterate, but | do it all thene. But then | go,
“Oh, look at those ends.” You know? Or somethikg that.

In this segment of the discussion, Brian positiohidself as a confident writer, one who
invites a challenge. He also positioned himself laisdstudents in relationship to one
another when he stated, “Ok, I've done this to taglents before. | am going to suffer
as | have made them suffer.” This illustrateditientity as a teacher of writing and his
understanding that “teachers who write persistemdlye several advantages over those
who don’t. Not the least of these is the recognitf the problems involved in writing —
in short, a recognition of the difficulties of wng” (Suderman, 1977, p. 357). By
imposing a challenging writing task on himself,@riwas able to empathize with his
students and the writing tasks he assigns themefliecting on his process, he
considered his writing approach, styles and teakesdor creating the poem. He
explained to Wes and Leah how he developed tleefitisit, then made each line fit what
he wanted to say. This process made him think rabogit the structure and rhythm of
his writing. He also claimed that he did not al&ange alliteration intentionally; it is not
until he goes back to his draft that he even reizegrthat he used it. Brian’s self-
discovery about his own writing process and usediniques was important to his
identities and contributions as a member of thetigiCollaborative. The community
enabled and supported his meaning making aboyradice of writing and identities as
a writer (Cuddapah & Clayton, 2001). In turn, Wwster discourses contributed to the

building of a community of writers (Dix, 2012).
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These few examples illustrated the types of dsons teachers had around
writing and themselves as writers. The use ofgelkpronouns, “I,” “me,” and “my,”
became identity markers, indicating when teachen®wngaged in identity work.
Positioning within the community of practice aldteoed ways to examine how
particular practices facilitated specific typesaaiter identities (Linehan & McCarthy,
2000). Given that writing is a social process,\tfhating Collaborative provided spaces
for sharing and dialogue (Lieberman & Wood, 200@) supported the teachers’ mutual
engagement and negotiations of writing and writénsthis sense, the discourse of
writing became part of the repertoire of the comityuand used by the teachers to
“express their forms of membership and their ideagias members” (Wenger, 1998, p.
83).

Narrate stories. While this study is not framed in narrative inquiitywas
important to understand how personal storytelleglitated and became a resource for
the negotiations of meaning about writing and wridentities within the Writing
Collaborative. As noted by Ivan{1998), “all our writing is influenced by our IHe
histories,” (p. 181) rooted in our experiences emeractions with people and texts
around us. Thus, too, are the personal storieelv@VicKinney & Giorgis, 2009).
“Identity and language are linked through persoatatives and life stories”
(McKinney & Giorgis, 2009, p.112); as individual@ wommunicate verbally and in
written form stories of who we are and our liveghenences as a way to construct our
identities. According to Davies and Harré (19908, position others and ourselves in the

process of telling stories. The discourses thehea used to articulate their stories and
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experiences, particularly in the context of writeagd writing instruction, became, in
essence, a narration of their identities (Bauséhp2McKinney & Giorgis, 2009).

Episodes of storytelling, both personal and msifenal, were common in most of
the talk teachers engaged in during the Writinga&balrative sessions. Even prior to and
immediately following the sessions, the teachetBayad for informal talk, much of it
framed in the context of their personal and teaghires. During the writing sessions,
teachers engaged in storytelling as a natural ibaonversation whether they were
prompted to talk about themselves, for exampleubin participant introductions,
writing tasks, or questioning that prompted persarfarmation, or not. The following
examples of talk illustrated the ways in which teachers used storytelling as a resource
of community coherence, which became a part oCibiéaborative’s practice.

During session three in the sharing of quotes fomimbook study, Mindy
responded to a quote Wes shared about how menaneesored in special places of our
lives. In her reply, she reflected on finding losiasures by narrating a personal story
about her grandmother’s sacred bible and her dematiging so she was positioned by
others relative to her writer identities. Howewdindy negotiated a new position by
resisting the one made available to her (Daviesa&& 1990) through the following

conversation.

Mindy: | did the same quote and | could pictsoenebody like turning
up...you always find that lost treasure or sometlyoigive been
looking for when you change the couch cushiongach down in
the couch or lift it up and you always find thaif&t And, it also
reminded me...it reminded me sometimes things géinasouch
cushions or books and it brought back this memdrgmafter my
grandma died we were looking and cleaning out best. My
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mom grabbed her bible cause it was a bible hegrdistd given

her, so my dad wanted to give it back to my aWhen we were
looking at it something fell out, and it was thdlétn from the last
Sunday she went to church before she fell anddnihkad, and she
was never right after that. But the month and dayhe bulletin
was also the month and day in which she died. Qlsly not the
year, but | just thought that was hmmmmm.

Margaret: That's freaky

Larissa: Yeah, that's worth writing about.
Mindy: | don’t know...that was just strange aret,ymeaningful.
Margaret: As our lesson that Allison sent usutlialk...think about all the

things we could write about just because we'veedl&and what it
is provoking in our memories that we want to wdtavn.

Mindy: Yeah, and that's something that | hadlyeal mean it’s still here,
but I had just really forgotten about it, and regdihat quote just
made me think of that.

Allison: A whole novel....another Nicholas Sparks

Mindy’s brief story about finding her grandmothebible and its memorable connection
to her death, was prompted by or came to mind lsecafithe quote, exemplifying how
memories live in special places. Subsequently skarpositioned Mindy as a writer when
she suggested that her story was worthy matenia foece of writing. Mindy resisted

the idea that the story of her grandmother’s bitds worth writing about and seemed to
put the subject to rest when she replied, “I d&énw...” Mindy’s intention of narrating
the story of her grandmother, it seemed, was thathe idea that stories do reside in
special places of our memory. Hearing the quatenfour book study simply revived

this memory. However, Margaret and | continued“ffee1 should write about it”

storyline Larissa adopted and provided more inwitegt for Mindy to conform (Davies &
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Harré, 1990). For example, Margaret pointed owt tadk is a motivation for writing and
elicits potential writing topics, specifically thmgvoked by memories. In an effort to
position her as a writer with a unique story td, tetompared her, with sincerity, to
Nicholas Sparks for whom she had previously exgessimiration.

Mindy did not take up the storyline. Speakers \ah®positioned by others may
not take up the storyline to which they were indifer a lot of different reasons (Davies
& Harré, 1990). Despite the affordances of thetigi Collaborative, Mindy’s
positioning about her identities as a writer; ramedi unchanged in this particular dialogic
exchange.

Teachers’ narration of stories was not limitedh@ir personal lives, but also
included stories about their classrooms and writiggruction. Given that the Writing
Collaborative’s purpose was to investigate howheex make sense of writing and
themselves as writers, it is worth noting that strpstories of their classrooms or
pedagogy did not occur as often as personal stlingte With that said, teachers shared
classroom stories about specific writing strategietasks they had implemented, even
bringing student samples to share with the grddargaret, for example, shared an
integrated poetry assignment on Tupac Shakur seerd and samples of student poetry
that were generated as a result. On many occadfioas shared stories of his students’
academic progress, his instructional practicesstmdents’ responses to specific
assignments. Wes also contributed stories abswtl&assroom, particularly those related

to poetry assignments, students’ journal topicd,\anter’'s notebooks his students kept.
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While Don’s personal storytelling occurred lessgiently than others in the
collaborative, he narrated classroom stories aadeshwriting and reading resources on
many occasions. In fact, in addition to the hum®interjected, a majority of his
engagement in the collaborative consisted of sf@imut his students or their writing.
In session four, he quoted a line from our booklgtihen proceeded to share in great

detail a creative writing assignment he used tavidl his students.

Don: He [Fletcher] repeats himself on page B2nvit says, “Sight is a
crucially important tool to a writer. But the sessf smell, touch,
sound, and taste are just as important.” | knoxsd to ...and | know
| am nowhere near being Teacher of the Year, batobthe things |
used to do for creative writing when | did them wasade my kids
put their heads down and get it as quiet as | cdwmauld ask them
to think about the happiest time in their life, ahdn I'd ask them,
“What do you hear? What do you see? What do youl3méat do
you taste? and What do you feel?” Then withowingl, after...and
I'd give them like, maybe 30 seconds to think abeath question. |
would have them raise up and write what they wgpzgencing with
their senses. And | always got a pretty good, iMraygs got a pretty
good paper out of it cause they actually had toktkrhat. ..

Brian: (breaking in) When they are the topic...
Don: Excuse me?
Brian: When they were the topic they could Write

Through his narration of this writing assignmentrpositioned himself as a teacher of
writing and one who gets good writing results frbim students specific to creative
writing. Asked during an interview if he was a tgrihe commented, “I know how to
write,” but “knowing how to write and being a writdhat somebody wants to read is two
completely different things.” Identifying himselé someone who knows how to write

reinforced his teacher of writing identity. Howeyvy prefacing his story with the
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phrase, “I am nowhere near being Teacher of the,'YBan indicated his reservation
about being a good teacher of writing. Furthermmnéustrated the ways in which
comparing ourselves to others is constructive Ibf S&he process of comparing
ourselves to others allows us to discover simiegiaind differences. Both categories
yield useful information to anyone who is engagedeveloping an identity”
(Danielewicz, 2001, p. 50). In the last turn, Brialidated Don’s creative writing task
as student-centered when he interjected, “Whenlezg the topic, they could write.”
Summary

By sharing knowledge and beliedbout topics of interest, writers, and writing, as
well asnarrating personal storieabout their lives inside and outside the classroom
teachers built a repertoire of resources to fatditheir exploration of writing and
themselves as writers. As a result of their irdBoas and engagement in the community,
teachers created joint ways to discuss writingtaedhselves as writers. This shared
communication manifested itself in the interestiogics they discussed, their knowledge
and beliefs about writing they shared, and thaetdhey told about their personal lives
and classrooms. Thus, the book study, writer'glnook, writing tasks, and inkshedding
that framed each Writing Collaborative sessionagim the development of a shared
repertoire for building knowledge and fosteringntiy work within the Writing
Collaborative.

Conclusion
The purpose of this chapter was to describe thetiges that shaped the Writing

Collaborative through the characteristics of pcthat form a community: mutual
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engagement, a joint enterprise, and a shared o@@eftVenger, 1998) to explain how the
teachers’ responses to the share practices senl@thyy coherence to the community.
Understanding the practices in which teachers esdyaglped to explain how the Writing
Collaborative was constructed and how these pexcfecilitated membership in the
newly formed community. Data revealed seven typgsaxtices exhibited through
sharing and the teachers’ responses to sharingpoddh | presented them individually
and demonstrated how each share practice anckiteeats supported community
building, ultimately the practices were interwo\ard served one another, providing
coherence to the community Wenger (1998). Thersshare practices were interactive,
occurring within and across the sessions and aitdonvand across stretches of talk.
While some practices emerged early and were commalh eight sessions, for example
praise and encourag®ther practices likehare knowledge and beligisedominated
much later as teachers became more comfortableandraccountable to one another.
Because language played a central role in the Mgr{fiollaborative, it was through talk
that the share practices were evident. As sudividual conversations often reflected
the teachers’ multiple engagements in the sevettipea revealed by the data.

It was challenging to present the share praciata oh isolation without alluding
to the ways in which the teachers made sense thgand themselves as writers. It was
through participation in the practices that measiwgre made, learning occurred, and
identities were shaped. Likewise, examining tee€megotiations of meanings about
writing and the ways in which they positioned thetuss or were positioned by others as

writers through conversations provided a clearass®f the practices that defined the
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community (Horne, 2007; 2012). In the Writing Gdilbrative, the practice of sharing
helped teachers to build the community and alspaded them in making meaning of
their experiences and shaping their identities @&r8. In the next chapter, | examine
the teachers’ meaning making about writers andngrihat made visible the enacted
identities associated with the share practices@W¥riting Collaborative. | present data
that revealed the teachers’ identities in pradtig@analyzing the negotiated meanings

teachers made about writers, writing, and themsedgeawriters.



159

CHAPTER V

CONSTRUCTING MEANING ABOUT WRITERS AND WRITING

One of the things that happen when you give yotipggmission to start writing
is that you start thinking like a writer.
(Lamott, 1994, p.136)

We do not know what we will say until we say it ssawlwe discover, by writing,
what we have seen, what we have learned, what weelived and what it means.
(Murray, 2004, p. 107)

In the previous chapter | examined the practicashith teachers engaged that
served to build and shape the Writing CollaboratiVeese practices signified the ways
in which teachers mutually engaged in the commupitysued a joint enterprise, and
developed a shared repertoire for uncovering mearabout writing and themselves as
writers. The practices were foundational to thenfation of the Writing Collaborative;
more importantly, the practices facilitated the megs teachers made about writing and
the ways in which they positioned themselves orevasitioned by others as writers.

The purpose of this chapter is to describe thenmga teachers made about
writers and writing and the writer identities tlsitaped and were shaped by the
community within the Writing Collaborative. To thend, | address the following sub-
guestion:

b. What meanings do teachers make about writgitsng and themselves as

writers within the Writing Collaborative?
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As mentioned in chapter four, as the facilitatothedf community, | introduced several
structures and practices to the community thastessin its formation. These structures,
coupled with the share practices that emerged themtommunity, played a major role

in the meanings teachers made about writing andsbkres as writers. Additionally, the
agenda of each Writing Collaborative session predid space for the teachers’ process
of negotiating meaning about writing and themsebh&svriters. As teachers participated
in activities and talk about writing they produgeslv and nuanced meanings that served
to “extend, redirect, dismiss, reinterpret, moddyconfirm — in a word, negotiate anew
— the histories of meanings of which they are p@hténger, 1998, p. 53). As members of
the community, teachers interactively contributedhie negotiation of meaning about
writing. In doing so, the teachers’ identitiesnagters and the world of the Writing
Collaborative shaped each other. It was througmtygotiation of meanings fostered by
participation in the share practices that teachdesitities shaped and were shaped by the
community. Wenger (1998) described this reciproektion that reveals the essence of

who we are by comparing it to the mountain andrithey.

The world as we shape it, and our experience awdhlel shapes it, are like the
mountain and the river. They shape each othertheythave their own shape.
They are reflections of each other, but they hleg bwn existence, in their own
realms. They fit around each other, but they raendatinct from each other.
They cannot be transformed into each other, ysttitaamsform each other. The
river only carves and the mountain only guides,iiyeheir interaction, the
carving becomes the guiding and the guiding becdheesarving. (P.71)
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In negotiating the meaning of writing and what gans to be a writer, the teachers
enacted writer identities that were the resultheir own writing experiences and
interactions within the community.

This chapter presents data that emerged duringsas& explore the meanings
teachers made about writers, writing and theirtities as writers. Data revealed how
the community’s share practices supported teachemaking meaning of writers and
writing and shaping their identities as writerprésent the findings categorically in order
to describe the meanings teachers made about svaiter writing and how these
meanings contributed to the shaping of their idegtias writers. | use detailed
descriptions to present the overall categories edmmngs teachers collectively made
about writers and writingTo illustrate each category of meaning, | use gtasof raw
data, specifically episodes of talk, from whichleaategory emerged. Additionally, |
draw from professional writers and practitionershie field to build a comprehensive
understanding of the collective meanings teachadenabout writers and writing.
Professional writers and those entrenched in vgriéind the teaching of writing have
explored the writing process and can authenti¢eexperiences of other writers,
particularly novices. These experts recognize llleatg a writer is an evolving and
continuous process, one that involves strugglesl]ariges, experimentation and failure
(Murray, 2004). Moreover, they understand “whahéans to develop as a writer, what
happens when people write, and how they learntbegter at it” (NWP & Nagin, 2003,

p. 22). Taking into account the practices and egpees of authentic writers served to
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contextualize the teachers’ meaning making anadwvige a backdrop for discussing the
writer identities that emerged.
Teachers’ Meaning-Making of Writers and Writing

The negotiation of meaning is the central procegslved in the practices of a
community. “Meaning exists neither in us, norhe tvorld, but in the dynamic relation
of living in the world” (Wenger, 1998, p.54). Thgured world of the Writing
Collaborative provided a space for teachers to ti@gomeanings of writers and writing.
Consequently, language, specifically talk, sernatha primary means by which teachers
constructed meaning. “Every time we talk with some we become involved in a
collaborative endeavor in which meanings are naggdiand some common knowledge
is mobilized” (Mercer, 2000, p.6). The Writing Gadorative provided a space for
teachers to share experiences and create indivathagjoint understandings. Through the
review of observation field notes from videotapéthe Writing Collaborative sessions
supplemented by teachers’ interviews and teackarshg artifacts, data demonstrated
how the community supported teachers in making meaabout writers and writing.
Data revealed teachers’ meanings about writersaaitichg clustered around five main
categories. Findings included talk about the feitg: (a) definitions of writers; (b)
purposes of writing; (c) writing ideas; (d) wnitj as a process; and (e) personal aspects
of writing. Table 3 depicts the categories of meanings alotigbvief descriptions
teachers made about writers and writing. In thiien | discuss the collective meanings

teachers generated about writers and writing relietcathe five categories.
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Table 9. Summary of Teachers’ Collective Meaniofgg/riters and Writing

Categories
of Descriptions of Meanings
Meanings
Definitions | ° Writers are observers, reporters, researchersisréind communicators
. « Writers are accurate, concise, spontaneous, obyeoraative,
of Writers . o ; , .
imaginative, empathetic, reflective, and visual
e To create understanding; document thinking totetieiv ideas
e To explore a personal topic of interest
Purposes
e e To document current or past events
of Writing . : :
e To recall information, memories
e To heal; For therapeutic purposes
. e Generated by current and past events, memoriepemsdnal stories
Writing .
Ideas e Motivated by talk

< Influenced by reading: vocabulary, ideas & opinions

e Writing process (style, technique, organizatiomjesamong writers

e Drafting process varies among writers

Writing as | « Writer's block is authentic

aProcess | « \riters emulate others; use models and mentor texts

< Sharing writing and providing feedback, althouglcemfortable, supports
writers

Personal * Writing is personally engaging; but requires hopest
Aspects of |« Writers relinquish control once their writing is depublic
Writing « Writing exposes and represents aspects of the self

Definitions of Writers

The Writing Collaborative served as a space fortiees to negotiate definitions
of writers respective of their backgrounds and eepees with writing. The opportunity
to negotiate meanings of what it means to be a&ewmwwhs prompted by the activities and
writing tasks of the sessions, but also occurredrally as teachers talked and wrote
about writers and writing. Though each participdefined what it meant to be a writer in
his or her own way, commonalities existed withia tommunity. Collectively, the
teachers defined writers in a literal and metag@abisense, describing the varied roles a

writer portrays: reporter, observer, research#istaand communicator. “Metaphors are
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categories of likeness which people use to orgahizelata of experience” (Mercer,
2000, p.78). As a discourse, metaphors servergate and reinforce personal and
professional identities” (Alsup, 2006, p. 147). ribg the Writing Collaborative sessions,
teachers expressed metaphors for writers in alyisudien, and spoken form, reflecting
not only their meanings of writers, but also thagas they held of themselves (Alsup,
2006) as writers.

For example, Brian and Wes defined writers asnteppand observers, those who
take notice or interest in things other may notdding so, writers must be observant,
accurate, and concise. Murray (2004) referretheceict of observation as “the habit of
awareness” in which “I am constantly observing norld, catching, out of the corner of
my eye, the revealing detail, hearing what is aad sentering into the skin of others” (p.
24). Brian explained that it is a writer’s callitmgobserve and report, accurately, “the
stuff other people wished they didn’t see.” In dpso, writers are those who expose a
truth. His visual representation of a camera ahdramer conveyed his notion of a

writer as an observer and accurate reporter. Bxghained further.

| drew a camera and a hammer because when | thokt ghe writers | like, and
there’s plenty of writers we don't like...but the @ndike are accurate. | mean
they see the stuff other people wished they disked. Then they are a hammer
about it.

Brian also articulated his definition of a writey keflecting on his own identities as a
writer. Here he explained his priorities as a &riemphasizing that writers need to be

good observers in order to have something abouthwiioi write.
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| suppose this is where | think about myself, yoow? | kinda feel like it's my
calling to observe and report, and some peopletdig’to report; they don’t
want to hear about the truth. They don’t want tarrebout the elephant in the
room.

| think of writers as those who accurately descafben those things people don’t
want to hear about because they need to be distumsat least mentioned. You
know? They're like that salt or little piece ohskin an oyster that might become
a pearl later; they just kind of put that piecesaifd in there and be an irritant for
the time being.

Similarly, Wes clarified that writers are observsnsce they tend to notice things that
nobody else sees; “it's more interesting to younthayone else and probably happens
more often to writers.” Murray (2004) also confadhthis notion of the writer as
observer and reporter stating, “The writer is ndiydooking for information from which
to build a particular piece of writing, but collex information against the day when it
may reveal a subject” (p. 13). In sum, writersgass “the ability to observe details in
life” (p.13) and construct writing from “concretagcurate, sturdy bits of information”
(p.13).

In a similar vein, Leah defined writers as reskars. Through research, writers
acquire information and ideas for their writingorfEeah, writers are those who collect
and share information. Murray (2004) recognizedrtitetaphor of the writer as a
researcher as well. He explained that in ord@réoluce ideas, writers must be able to
collect information from a variety of sources. ‘darch, for the writer, includes people
as much as books and records” (p. 15). Beingeareker is at the center of an
intellectual, writerly life. However, Leah indieat that being a writer — researcher is a

learned behavior, not an innate ability.
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But | don’t think they're born that way. | thinkKg all research. You know, if
you get an idea, or | know if | do, if | get an &jét’s from a spark and then | just
start researching and then for some reason infawmatarts pouring.

Interestingly, Leah self-identified as a researchat not as a writer. When asked in her
first interview if she considered herself a writeah replied, “I'm too scattered.” She

further explained.

Again, I've got the ideas, and | can put down #gearch. It's just the semantics
of it. It's the actual writing that | would havegiilems. | mean, | want to see an
end result today. I'm just a better researchetranariter.

In her bookThe Writing Life Annie Dillard (2009) discussed the parallel between
a writer and an artist suggesting, “what happeriteersmall room between the writer and
the work itself...is similar to what happens betwegrainter and the canvas” (p.56).
Teachers also defined writers as artists, usingrgers such as spontaneous, creative,
visual, and imaginative. Larissa and Leah, speddiff, voiced the notion that writers are
artists and even identified themselves as artrafscaeative persons as opposed to
writers. In her first interview, Larissa claimedesivas not a writer and shared that others
do not see her as a writer either; “They see meerasran artist though, and | think that
creativity, regardless if it's writing or paintingll flow from the same area.” During the
Writing Collaborative, Larissa also suggested et was an artist, rather than a writer.
For example, in analyzing her heart map, she neftethat its organization and content
were the result of her artistic side. “I was doinigp a rush and asked myself, ‘Why am |
putting it in this kind of order?’ and | thoughtelly that's how my creativity goes. It's

all....obscure, | guess? But in the end, it comesttogy.” When asked later what might



167

have inspired her to create some of the writinggsesuch as the heart map Larissa

replied,
| think | have inner feelings that I've inhibiteldat | don’t release until my
creative juices start flowing, and sometimes | himvgo back in these recesses to

find out where they're coming from. Sometimes hdeovant to go there. So, it
comes out creatively, | think.

For Larissa, writing involves creativity and theldypto see one’s self and other writers
as artists. In her final interview, when askeshé was a writer, Larissa reluctantly
replied, “I have my moments.” She continued taggte with identifying herself as a
writer, feeling more comfortable describing hersedfan artist. “But with art work or
with writing or anything like that, when | think @fgood writer | think of somebody like
Hemingway or Mark Twain or someone like that.”

Likewise, Leah described writers as creative, ¢hwho draw from unique ideas
that appeal to themselves and others. In oneluwldive session, she generated
discussion about graffiti and its value as writt@ristic expression. When asked if
others saw her as a writer, Leah replied, “Prohabiyn the creative, idea person.”
However, in her last interview she did not identifgrself as a writer, rather she stated, “I
mean, | have ideas. | mean massive, creative fde&®oks and ideas that nobody
touches, but I'm always scared to start.” Larigsa beah’s positioning of themselves as
artistic and creative idea people overshadowedeptag) themselves as writers.

In his article, “All Children Can Write,” Donald @ves (1985) defined writing
as “a medium with which people communicate withmtkelves and with others at other

places and times” (p.8). Recognizing one of thetrpoactical purposes of writing,
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teachers in the Writing Collaborative defined wstas communicators. Don, Margaret,
and Mindy generally defined writers as those wihi# ability to communicate ideas
clearly and concisely in written form, impactingariety of audiences. Don, in his first
interview, when asked to describe what it meaitet@ writer, simply stated, “to use the
English language correctly and coherently to comoaia effectively with others.” In
his visual representation of a writer, he articedlad similar definition by illustrating a
piece of text with words radiating and spreadingss the globe. He described his
definition of a writer by stating, “Yeah, it's jusite written word, spread to the world. It
doesn’t matter whether it's the Koran, the Biblee Magna Carta, the Constitution...
whoever writes has the ability to affect everybddy.

Margaret, in her visual representation of a writesed the metaphauriting is a
building to illustrate the building tools a writer needstonmunicate ideas. “l put a
pipe in the sky because you get a thought or amiideas to come down to you first, then
you organize it before putting it out there foreth” Margaret clarified her definition of
a writer as a communicator saying that writers theebe clear, concise, to the point.
They need to stay on whatever their topic is. Timexgt clearly state and convey their
topic.” According to Margaret, writers must remémcused; “get in, get out and move
on.” Mindy seemed to extend Margaret’s definitmndescribing writers as

communicators, expressing that

A writer is somebody who can take the words thatiatheir mind and get them
on paper. Even if it's not what we would say isomplete sentence or a
paragraph, just the fact that you can get whatrgathiinking and somewhat put it
on the paper somehow in words for you or othersterstand.
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Making a connection to the quiet students in hassloom, Mindy also reflected that
writing is their way of communicating. For studemtho do not feel comfortable
speaking their thoughts and ideas, writing becoangsme outlet for communicating
with themselves and others.

The Writing Collaborative provided an opporturfity teachers to generate and
share their meanings of a writer, using both litaral metaphorical language. Through
negotiation of these meanings, the definitions ofess that the teachers articulated
became reified within the community. Reifying dancept of “writer” as a reporter, an
observer, a researcher, an artist, and a commonisiagdped the experiences of the
teachers and enabled nuanced understandings oftwh@ans to be a writer. Through
shared interests about writers and writing, teacheerpreted various definitions of
writers. These interpretations cannot be vieweshigsinderstandings because “when we
are dealing with complex, interesting presentatibideas, variations in understanding
are quite normal” (Mercer, 2000, p. 5) and in “afihevery encounter we do not only
gain and give information; the joint experiencemdsawhat each participant thinks and
says” (p. 6). Therefore, negotiating meaning dussalways imply reaching an
agreement; rather it is the result of “the engageroga multiplicity of factors and
perspectives” (p. 53).

Purposes of Writing

When a person sits down to write, he or she alaagssome intended purpose for

writing. Whether the task is authentic, such agit#en inquiry to a lawn and garden

company regarding faulty compost equipment, or ratorg, as in writing assignments
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for school or one’s job, a writer is motivated loyree purpose. In fact, a writer writes for
a variety of purposes, some common among writestlssame specific to the individual
writer. Murray (2004), answering the question “Wimgte?” cited a variety of reasons

for which one writes.

To learn, to describe, and therefore see, to spedkherefore hear, to entertain,
to inform, to persuade, to celebrate, to attackalbattention, to think, to make
money, to promote, to advocate, to connect, tdgeta make, to share. (p. 8)

In other words, writing serves a multitude of pses, professionally and personally
(Burke, 2003). “To write is to become a more refilee person. Writing requires and
promotes the ability to contemplate and to seeasé life more clearly” (Grace, 1999,
p. 60).

Making meaning about writing, particularly the pases of writing, was shared
among all teachers in the Writing Collaboratives with Murray, the teachers
recognized multiple purposes for writing and atated them based on their own writing
experiences and the experiences shared by oth#dre community. While the teachers
did mention the writing they “have to do,” for wook graduate school, the majority of
the purposes for writing they discussed was framedpersonal, and sometimes private,
context.

To create understanding and document thinking.Most of the teachers
understood that writing serves to create and deepdarstanding of a topic, idea, or
issue. By documenting one’s thinking, a writerates and discovers meaning. Mindy

argued this is particularly true in relation to twmprehension of text. She explained
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that writing is a way to comprehend what we haae nehether through note taking,
summarizing, or jotting down ideas. “Sometimesreading we have to write to
understand what we’ve read...just jot down notesotarself to understand what you've
read.” Similarly, Don suggested that having stuslevrite about an issue or topic prior
to reading helps them to make connections and gledarstanding. He shared a writing
lesson his students completed prior to readingkaaret from a diary called “The Pillow

Book.”

Last week we did a writing assignment from it. H'sliary that was published that
a lady wrote and it talks about how...It's very ptgbut that's been published.
And we had a good time with one of the things weterabout is how would you
feel if your private thoughts were published? Ahat was our journal topic that
day. They wrote about that then read her privateghts. We talked about how
they felt when their brothers read their diari¢sedlly helped the students
understand the character better and what she vp&siercing.

Additionally, Larissa recognized that documentimg thoughts often leads to new
discoveries. “It's like when | get started | hawee thing in mind, but then it goes
someplace else. And where it goes, it's like astong sometimes.” She explained that
in order to make new discoveries, one has to put@@aper and begin writing. In this
way, writing is thinking and generating understaugdi “Writing is one of the most
disciplined ways of making meaning and one of tlusteffective methods we can use to
monitor our own thinking” (Murray, 2004, p.3).

To explore topics of interest. Brian shared that writing allows a person to
explore a topic of interest, topics for which oras la natural curiosity. “I think all of us

have things we dwell on; | call them ‘brain worm&tuff you can’t get out of your
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head.” Fletcher (1996a) recounted similar expegsrof stories that simply refused to
get out of his head, prompting him to write abdw&m. Writing about his “brain worms,”
such as the long forgotten caboose in his poem 8Nathe Caboose,” helped Brian to
explore a topic personally interesting to him, &lsb to “think about things that
disappear and they're very likely not going to cdmaek.” Writing to explore a topic of
interest served an authentic purpose for Brianofdiag to Fletcher, “As a writer you
need to know what you wonder about because thes ddads to your best writing” (p.
21).

To document current and past eventsSeveral teachers expressed that one
purpose of writing is to document current and jpasits, a type of historical data or
living history. With a sense of urgency, Mindy, Maret, and Leah expressed the notion
that writing is a way to preserve history; writiag living history is reflective of our daily
lives and should be created for others to readedponse to a book study quote about
documenting a relative’s last words, Mindy disculsser desire to document stories and

antidotes about her parents to share later witiréugenerations.

I’'m always asking my parents about their childhaod things that happen to
them. They remember some things, but then they'&dy that's been so long
ago...” So, that kind of sparks interest for me to/b®astart to write some of
those kinds of things down so | can pass them dovwny children and
grandchildren. That just really stuck in my mind.

Mindy, who married the summer following the Writidpllaborative, realized an

authentic purpose for maintaining a living famiigtory.
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Margaret, sharing a similar idea in response tarBsi story of his traumatic head
injury and loss of childhood memories, statedhfhk that people, particularly our
generation, need to leave a living history backitefor our children.” Leah also
expressed the importance of using writing to doautragperson’s history. She articulated
in great detail her obsession to create a varieligts and their purposes and how they

reflected a type of autobiography, particularly balendar lists.

You can even go by mine and see, “doctor’'s app@ntm6 months pregnant.
We decided to name him Bryce.” ALL of it is in 8@calendars. But now, |
don't do that. | don’t keep a calendar like thBut my calendars use to be my
lists, and | am actually cleaning out my room awgéned up my very first one |
did when | started teaching at SMS. | started teaci” grade and Bryce was in
the 7" grade then so, it's been a while. So, | founsgg‘€all so and so’s mother”
cause I'm not putting up with this crap any lon§&o, | even leave myself lists
that are detailed for me. Like | don’t know whia kalking about. | am a list,
list, list maker. My lists tell everything about pend what was going on in my
life at the time.

Leah, an incessant list maker, concluded thatdistsd be a documentary of one’s life.

Interestingly, Brian shared that he had maintasmédothing Book” since about
1977. When he was a freshman in college, his pagave him a paperback, blank book
that later became a journal which he filled witmg®, drawings, and snippets of writings.
He recalled how these journals now serve as awjadgdical timepieces, providing a

documented glimpse into his life.

I've had some pretty profound things happen to wer these 54 years that I'm
glad that | documented in some way at the timénabltcan go back and observe
it. | have blank books that are just full of sttifat go back 30 years and some of
it's just silliness, you know what | mean? It'sfwstupid. But there are things in
there; there are pearls in there amongst the gusnlyall know, and I'm glad I've
kept that stuff. And I'm glad that my children leaversions of that kind of



174

autobiographical collection, | guess you could tathat both their mom and |
do. My wife writes, too. And so there’s a verggiearch for meaning in this
documenting.

The Writing Collaborative supported teachers in mgkneaning of their writing
experiences that served to document significanttsvia their lives. Although Mindy and
Margaret entertained the idea of documenting oimuawthers document significant
events for future generations, neither of themesthapecific examples from their own
experiences. Brian and Leah, however, added neights to these meanings by sharing
specific “autobiographical” examples from their owriting that illustrated the ways in
which, “a single detail can sometimes give a windotw a person’s whole life”

(Fletcher, 19964, p. 24). Therefore, the collaveegbrovided a space for teachers to
deepen their understandings and shape the expesiends members.

To recall information and memories Teachers also facilitated and engaged in
discussions about the practical purpose of wrintpeir lives. Writing to remember and
recall information, including significantly held meries, was a natural routine for most
of the teachers. Margaret expressed how she uskg sbtes on a daily basis to help her
recall important tasks and items on her “to dd {4 am always thinking, making a list,
making notes, whatever, and things | need to dod later session, Margaret emphasized
the importance of her lists that serve as dailyinders, describing her obsession with

sticky notes as “weird.”

Probably the weirdest thing | do with lists is kpniem on my steering wheel. |
have sticky notes, and if they aeally important | go out in the middle of the
night, wherever, and put it on my steering whedllbput it on my speedometer.
| have to do that...otherwise | won’'t remember.
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Wes, speaking from a teacher’s perspective, claangidhilar need to write in order to
recall information, explaining that his lists udyalonsist of assignments to be graded,
lesson plans to be prepared, or parents to calit d?the satisfaction of making a list is
completing it. “I keep my lists on my desk so | gaark each item off as | complete it.”
Larissa, on the other hand, described herselfradeataker rather than a list maker. “I
don’t really do lists. | make notes and jot theowd, but | don’t do lists.” Teachers also
discovered how writing could serve to recall anduwoent significant memories.
Margaret shared how writing the “Where I'm From’gpo elicited fond memories of
growing up and living with her grandparents. “Yehhtt it made you feel good as you
wrote it. It brought back good memories; it broulghck good thoughts as | wrote this
and made me think of my family and all those thihgsian discussed how writing about
memories helped him acquire new information abewaipte in his past that he was not

aware at the time.

And all of a sudden things go, “Wow!” and you daistpiece of information that
kind of turns the prism as it were and | end ugkiog at that person a little
differently....maybe better? Maybe I'm surprised@ngthing I've learned that |
never suspected and things like that, you know?efiomes it's a little additional
information that can turn the prism and make wloat $hought was a concrete
understanding of something change really, reallgldy because of something
someone has added to your memory that happenkd atrte you didn’t know.

For the teachers in the collaborative, writing seras a tool for remembering
information that guides and necessitates theiydiaigs. Teachers also concluded that
writing, regardless of the genre, is a medium ématling memories, evoking new

responses and providing new insights for the wrigglthough the teachers varied in their
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writing approaches, engagement in writing helpexuhtto remember important
information and recall memorable events in theedi
To heal. Finally, teachers’ meanings regarding the purpo$egiting were
personal in nature. Particularly, Margaret indecathat writing is therapeutic, helping
her to work through issues or problems she mawperesncing in her life. Margaret,
who self-identified as a personal, rather thangssional writer, professed that without
writing, she could not function. Specifically, stiscussed how she uses journal writing
to help her cope with problems in her personal lifeher first interview, she expressed
the success she experiences from her own writing.
Well, it's a healing for me. It helps me heals lbetter than drugs. But being
able to put down my feelings and know that it's doynain or my space and
nobody looks at it, it really helps and that wapah help me cope with some
things that go on in my life. Without being abbedo that, it would stay bottled
up. You know, some people scream, some peoplesaimme people drink, | write.
That’'s how | get it together. And especially tib lots of pros and cons. Here’s
my pro side, here’s my con side, which outweigtesdther when | really have a
dilemma. But when | came to the crossroads ofifaylith big problems,
writing was my way out.
Writing as therapy is a personal as well as a @aysict for Margaret. She confessed
that she rarely goes back and reads her entrigwately destroying a journal once it is
filled. Physically destroying her journals, sh@kned, was a significant part of the
healing process.
That's right, | write to heal. And | will destrdiiem and after a couple of months
things have changed or life has changed and ydaagk and destroy it. | have
just learned at my age that you can’t change thirigis what it is and you have

to deal with the present and then the future. ¥amunever go back and change
the past. So, why bring back hardships or pain?
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Writing down her thoughts helps Margaret to dedhweality, and destroying them later
is her way of “getting rid of baggage.” Fletch&®96a) described this type of writing
with the metaphor “writing-as-lifejacket: the vinigj you do because your heart will
burst if you don’t write it” (p.98). Margaret sunechit up well stating, “Yes. It's the idea
that writing can release you.”

Negotiating meanings of writing reflected the waysvhich teachers generated
knowledge, understanding, and purposes for writiibile no one teacher made claims
about all of the writing purposes generated ambegommunity, the process of
negotiation provided a context for teachers to nsgkese about the various purposes for
which people write.

Writing Ideas

Most writers do not have to search very far fortwg ideas; they can be found in
the world around them (Fletcher, 1996a, 1996b; E\yr2004). Seed ideas (Fletcher,
1996a) have the potential to become novels, esagydes, diary entries, poems, letters
or they may sit in a warm place, slowly incubatiwgjting for the perfect time to
germinate. “All we see or hear connects with stingtelse, passing through our
unconscious and conscious until it ripens intolgest that is ready to write” (Murray,
2004, p. 11). Writers acquire ideas internallynfravithin their own experiences and
externally from the suggestions or encouragemeanthars. How writers get their ideas
for their work was a focus of the talk among thecteers throughout the Writing

Collaborative.
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Generated by events, memories, and personal storieEach member of the
community contributed to the meanings made abotiessi ideas for writing. For
example, several suggested that writers generass ilom current and past events,
memories and personal stories. Brian explained i@wses bulleted notes to document
memories that later serve as writing reminders entad placeholders. “I do that all the
time. |tell my wife, ‘Give me something to writen because I've got to get this down.’
Cause it isn’t gonna stay up here in my head; théo® much mess going on up here. |
got to write it down somewhereDocumented memories provided a variety of writing
ideas for Brian, but more importantly an avenueblaitding family relationships and
connections with others. “It just further stresfieglimportance of documenting because
you never know, dementia; things happen when weldet| do wish there were family
members who had something like that because | wikddo have known them better
once they were gone and stuff.” Margaret acknogaeldthat experiencing death,
particularly of a family member, makes for valualiating ideas. In her poem “Would
1?” she fictitiously pondered the many choices shight have made differently had she
known it was her last day to live. She explairi@dit that was one...in my heart | talked
about when you get older, like at my age, deatloines more a part of your life. |lost a
brother not too long ago. | don’t become afraidieath. So.l.write about it.”
Additionally, as | discussed in Chapter 4, teacheflected on the ways in which
personal stories make great fodder for writing.

Motivated by talk. Given that the Writing Collaborative functionedrparily

around talk, it was not surprising that teacheco®geized the importance of talk as a
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generator of ideas for writing. Larissa voiced ithea that talk says a lot about a person.
Listening to a person'’s talk reveals personaligyt$rand insights into their interests.
“Many writers find that human talk provides cruaialv materials for their writing”
(Fletcher, 1996a, p.65). Once during the bookystliscussion, Margaret proclaimed to
the group, “Think about all the things we couldtebout just because we’ve talked and
what it is provoking in our memories that we wantrite down.” Using talk as starting
points for writing ideas seemed an important asptttie teachers’ understanding of
writing.

Influenced by reading. Interestingly, teachers recognized the role readlags
in writing. Teachers professed that writing idaes influenced by what a person reads,
including topic, style and craft. In her bolNlktebook Know How: Strategies for the
Writer's NotebookAimee Buckner (2005) addressed the need for writepay close
attention to the books they read because “wherersriead, they take a different stance
toward the book than ‘regular’ people do” (p.5&)kewise, “When writers read
something very good they want to write. It is ai@us reaction” (Murray, 2004, p. 87).
Although teachers were not in agreement that et be a writer one must be a reader,
most did acknowledge that reading affects theitimgiin several ways. For Brian,
reading supplies and increases the vocabularyéminsis writing. Affectionately
known as the “word man” among the members of thiatloorative, Brian claimed,
“Being a reader is definitely reflective in whawtite because that's where | get my
vocabulary. And | really love ‘out there’ vocabiyd Leah, who did not believe that

teachers needed to be writers in order to teadimgyifelt strongly, however, that
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teachers should be readers. She proclaimed tBaepsing strong vocabulary
knowledge, acquired from reading, supports teadhdise teaching of writing and
provides information to be used in writing. “I tRirf you're a good reader you can teach
writing because then you’ll be.you can go in any direction.” In terms of her own
writing, reading affected Leah’s choice and useawfabulary. Reading also served to
challenge Brian’s opinions about specific issuesallening his scope and contributing to
his writing.

In reading, | find that some of my viewpoints armdnmons get challenged and the

box gets a little more open due to something thatread. So, if my views

change, anything | try to communicate is goingdotain those views. Also, |

find myself always “analogizing” if there is suclward as that. | am referring to

things that I've read as a support or a buttresoorething about a point I'm
trying to make when | write

Wes, as described in chapter 4, declared a definiteection between reading and
writing; however, for himself, specifically, he wanglecisive as to how his reading
impacts his writing. As a conscious reader andernriWes admitted to have reflected in
the past on the issue of using his reading asaares for his writing, developing an
awareness he planned to investigate further.

Like many literacy experts in the field (Atwell, 98; Burke, 2003; Gallagher,
2011; Routman, 2005), the teachers in the Writinfjaborative recognized the
interconnected relationship of reading and writipgrticularly how reading creates new
possibilities for their own writing pieces. The ¢bars came to understand that reading
provides an avenue “to hear the voices of theWwsastrs in our language” (Murray,

2004, p.87) and “to read those who are workingnexdame territories” (p.87) as a way to
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“see the geography of possibility” (p.88) whichrewnds their own writing. In essence,
reading served as a tool for improving the teachetting.
Writing as a Process

Meanings about writers and writing for which teasheontributed the most dealt
with the processes writers use when they writeef 003a) pointed out that writers
move through the writing process differently and dgferent composing styles to create
a piece of writing. Murray (2004) agreed that ¢hisrno one way to compose a piece of
writing. Most writing experts acknowledge that theting process is recursive, allowing
writers an opportunity to plan, draft, revise, déiietcher & Portalupi, 2001; Flowers &
Hayes, 1981) and publish their work. Most impattigriThe writing process is organic.
It grows and changes during the act of writing” (kéyy, 2004, p. 23). While teachers
agreed that writing is a recursive process, theiedan their descriptions of what that
process looks like for the individual writer. Inast, the teachers recognized that writers
have individual styles and vary how they approdehwriting process. Margaret advised,
“Reflect your personal style! Everybody’s got brsher own way of doing it. It's my
way to be different than somebody else, but it dbemwcessarily mean it's wrong. The
biggest thing is just taking the plunge!”

Drafting. All of the teachers expressed that writers, regssibf their skills or
level of experience, have their own process theytasompose a piece of text. One part
of the process that generated discussion amongdiiers in the collaborative was that
of drafting. Though teachers recognized draftiagua essential part of the writing

process, they varied on their approach and philogopdrafting. As mentioned in the
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last chapter, Don and Brian indicated they rarelppose more than one draft of a piece
of writing. For them, revision is not always nesamy. Murray (2004) agreed, “Some
pieces of writing are so well planned and reheatisatithey work the first time” (p.60).
While Brian seized opportunities to revise his wddk the most part he relied on his
instincts. He explained, “But | trust my first impas. You know? In music, in art and
stuff like that...where 1 like to think that the rdudraft is the keeper!”

Margaret, on the other hand, described her multpdt process as one that may
occur over several days. She shared she was taughite everything down then put
some distance between her and the text for atdeday. According to Murray (2004),
the purpose of the first draft is for writers tecbver what they have to say. Margaret
emphasized that the first draft allows her “to ipton the page;” later she revisits her
initial draft, rewriting as needed. In a similaiv Mindy discussed the idea that planning
is not writing, but still an important part of gety ideas down on paper.

Mindy’s drafting process involved jotting down nst@nd creating detailed
outlines to help her generate text. “I just jomthofwords or phrases]...I may not use any
of them, but | have to like brainstorm first.” Seagly different than Don and Brian,
Margaret and Mindy expressed that they do not wait drafts or first writing attempts
published. Mindy explained, “I wouldn’t really wasomeone to read how | started.
These are my initial thoughts and ideas that alieaty and unpolished.” She indicated
that a piece of writing takes on new dimensiong asfolds; where it ends may be
different than the plan the writer had in the begig. The purpose of drafting for

Margaret and Mindy is to first empty their ideasthe paper, mull them over, and
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revise the content. In her bod&iyd by Bird Ann Lamott described these first writing
attempts claiming, “The first draft is the childisaft, where you let it all pour out and
then let it romp all over the place, knowing thatane is going to see it and that you can
shape it later” (p. 22).

Writer’'s block. Two teachers acknowledged the authenticity of agpemg
writer’s block, the inability to produce a piecewafiting. For Wes, the phenomenon of
writer’s block was real, and “as a writer in gergead some point or another you hit a
block...that wall where you go.” Wes, more oftenrtlzeny other member of the
community, expressed his struggle with writer'sdilo In his first interview, he
described the challenges he experiences with gridiscussing specifically writer's

block.

Most of the time what challenges me is what to ¢envyou hit a stop. Because
you know the temptation is to quit, give up, gosdonething else and never ever
come back. So, how do you work through that? ldowou get yourself re-
motivated? How do you get yourself to focus bak iThat would probably be
the biggest challenge, and I've gotten fairly geoth at least the stuff that | have
to get done. My own personal work, obviously, Biil working on that. But,
that's what | would say would be the biggest chgke .. What do you do when
you hit that wall?

As a writer, Wes explained, you find yourself paghthrough it and determining where
you are going with the writing. As a result, Wesizeed several problem-solving
techniques when he experienced writer’s block. ¥f#aened, “I reevaluate and ask, ‘Is
this what | really want?’ It's also about, ‘Whem | going with this? Does this work?’
and the whole process of ‘How can | get this tomeHeneed it to be?”” Wes, through

guestioning and reexamining his work, was ableughppast the wall.
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Larissa also indicated her struggle with writedad referring to the experience,
as “You're crazy all the time!” When asked aboet tvriting challenges, Larissa
admitted that there are times when her words &il HFinding the right words
sometimes hinders me because | want to make seiredder visualizes, and then | don't
want to be redundant and repeat the same thingsaodeover.” Despite their challenges
with writer’s block, Wes and Larissa viewed it asadural phase a writer goes through
when composing a piece of text. Murray (2004) seldj “We need to understand, first of
all, that many times writer’s block is a naturatlappropriate way to respond to a
writing task or a new stage in the writing proce§s"44).

Mentor texts. Teachers in the Writing Collaborative agreed thairder to write
well, writers need models to emulate. In the prasichapter | presented an episode of
talk in which Wes and Leah discussed how theirirgathaterials serve as models or
mentor texts for their writing. Additionally, telaers admitted to seeking out published
and non-published text to serve as models for their writing.

In session six, teachers reviewed a variety of gofeam various poets and chose
one to serve as a mentor text for creating theimr paem about a topic from their heart
map. In the discussion that followed this writegivity, | proposed a question regarding
the use of models for our own writing. In the epls of talk presented below, Margaret,
Leah, Wes and | explored the idea of mentor tatkistrating its impact on our own

craft.

Allison: Wonder how many writers emulate otheitens? Not plagiarize...

Margaret: Yeah, | think so.
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Allison: Or use as inspiration?
Margaret: And from that they expand their ownestyflaybe by reading

others it helps build up some confidence withimikelves and
that they are not far off the track.

Allison: You figure if they've got it published.ar. other people are reading
this...mine’s sort of like...falls in line. Yeah, | thik you're right
because what I've done so far, | can see wherdtanching out
with my own little "Ooh that works! Let me try that

Leah: And if a book hits the bestselling lisgr will be 55 books right
behind it that just.same thing.

Wes: Actually, I'm using “Litany” by Billy Collis for mine which is a
poem he wrote where he stole the first two linesifisomeone else
and as he put it, “Wrote it better.”

This discussion illustrated the ways in which tachers in the collaborative made
meanings about how writers use models or mentds texguide and inspire their own
writing. As Margaret noted, using writing modelg oaly helps writers expand their
styles, but also use of models builds a writersfidence. Her comments appeared self-
reflective, suggesting her own comfort in using ledwhich provide her confidence
when she writes. In previous sessions, Margarehafsed the writing samples | shared
with the group to jumpstart her own pieces of tektterestingly, Wes chose a mentor
text in which the author “borrowed” another writehlines to produce his own poem. The
use of models for writing is a common and suggeptadtice from writers and experts in
the field. Fletcher (1996b) declared, “If we hdpevrite well, we have to learn from the
men and women who have mastered our craft. We dsaslose to them as they will

allow and watch them at work” (p. 49).
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Sharing and feedback. Finally, teachers’ experiences of sharing theiting
and providing or receiving writing feedback as pdrthe writing process, although
unfamiliar and uncomfortable for some, proved supyp® of their writing efforts and
meanings they made about writing and themselvagiters. Throughout the Writing
Collaborative sessions, teachers engag@&wksheddingas a process for sharing writing
and providing oral and written feedback to one hentin chapter four | provided
noteworthy examples of the ways in which the sipaagetices of the community
reinforced and encouraged teachers as writersglthainkshedding process. | revisit
inkshedding and the teachers’ responses to thegspprimarily from their post
interviews, in this chapter to emphasize the irdeting, yet supportive process of
teachers sharing their writing in the Writing Coltaative.

Professional writers alike recognize the anxiegt th felt when sharing their
writing with someone else whether it is a colleggutamily member, or a friend.
Despite these feelings, most writers find it a seaey and beneficial part of the process
to have someone one read their drafts and give tharhonest critique, let you know
what does and doesn’t work, give you some suggesta things you might take out or
things on which you need to elaborate, ways in tvkicmake your piece stronger”
(Lamott, 1994, p. 163). Interestingly, most of thachers, with the exception of
Margaret, Wes, and Brian, declined to comment abishedding when asked about the
process during several sessions. However, indkeipterviews, | probed further to
elicit their perspectives and feelings about inkisiieg. Of the seven teachers, only one,

Brian, stated without hesitancy that he enjoyedisbdis writing with others in the
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collaborative. Unlike the other teachers, Briapressed no fear of inkshedding, but

immediately connected the process to his teacHimgitng.

Brian: Oh, I like that [inkshedding] and, you knathis sharing writing
thing...a lot of the kids | teach are real apprehensiveialetting
anybody else see what they’ve written. You knokw?Zhe
collaborative that we were doing it was not intiatidg to do that
So, my takeaway was that there’s got to be waysl tten get the
kids interested in seeing what one another is doing

Brian saw the process as a great opportunity fergp® share and see what one another
is doing with writing. He implied that by sharinge's work, we are teaching and
learning from others.

For the other teachers, however, the inksheddiaggss brought on fear, anxiety
and vulnerability at first. During several Writil@€@pllaborative sessions Margaret
admitted to being uncomfortable allowing othersgad her writing. “I felt very
apprehensive thinking that others would read thi€'seough to expose yourself. But, |
did, | felt a sense of panic.” In her post intewj she shared that she still had a very
difficult time participating in inkshedding and eoging herself to her colleagues.
However, she admitted there was value in the peofesher as a writer and the students
in her classroom. “Oh, I think it's really neatdagise of all the input you get, and | am
definitely going to use it next year in the classm but I'm going to do it in a much
smaller version.” Margaret's comments seemed ggest her students would experience
similar apprehension she felt during the processcé her need for a “smaller version.”
This thought was confirmed when she finalized lenments on inkshedding, stating, “I

think all of us feel apprehensive when we inkshveahdering whether that neighbor will
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make or poke fun, and | don’t want that to hapgemy students. So, I'm really going to
have to do that very carefully.”

Larissa, Leah, and Mindy shared similar feelingarofiety about inkshedding,
but they were more concerned about other Englesthters critiquing their handwriting,
spelling, grammar, mechanics, and content. AsiEmggachers they expressed concern
as to whether their writing measured up to othessentially, they were concerned how
their writing would resonate with the community (iHe, 2012). Larissa, who admitted
she was “scared to death” of inkshedding in thertmegg, described this feeling as being
“under the knife.” Leah shared her concern abduerst reactions to the content of her
writing, claiming, “I don'’t feel like ’'m normal.l've never been a normal person, so I'm
scared when people read it they'll go, ‘Whoof! $fael those thoughts? She needs to seek
help.” This is exactly the way | feel, though.” mdiy explained her biggest fear was word
choice and use of vocabulary in her writing. “t geal worried about ‘Is my vocabulary
going to be as good as somebody else’s?’ or wreynrébad this, you know, that type of
thing.” Despite their feelings of intimidation aadxiety, Larissa, Leah, and Mindy
agreed that inkshedding was beneficial and becaméoctable the more they engaged in
the process. Larissa admitted, “I became moraedlalt brought on a great
conversation and opened everything up.” For Ldahprocess became easier “because |
got to see their stuff wasn't all you know...everypdds their...” flaws.

Like Brian and Margaret, Mindy reflected on theusabf inkshedding for her
students. “The more we did it, the more comfortdlget. So, | think the kids would,

too.” Despite her nervousness, inkshedding setwédild confidence in Mindy’s
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writing. “I feel more confident in my writing if $ee other people’s writing...I just like
to see what others do. | liked that part of ig.to

Wes'’s motto for inkshedidng became, “fake it uptil make it.” While Wes
recognized the anxiety others felt with inksheddiivgith me, it was more of just an
initial reluctance.” He kept reminding himself twdst the process.” Like others, Wes
liked the idea of feedback for his writing and wagrested in what others thought.

When asked in his final interview about inksheddindgn confessed that he did
not like it at all primarily because he felt it wagt his place to critique others’ work. He
reasoned that writers do not set out to producd™aiting; “They’re not going to put
down something that sucks in their own mind.” #sence, he felt uncomfortable
providing feedback to his peers, but not his sttejexplaining that it is his job to
provide feedback to students about their writifig/ith my kids | have no problem being
critical with their stuff, but somebody who haswateered to take a class, etc...|
wouldn’t dare be critical.” Unlike the other teach, Don stated that the inkshedding
process would not have become more comfortablengivare time. “l just have a hard
time being very critical when | don’'t need to be.”

Despite the uneasiness that accompanied inksheddaxhers agreed the
environment of the Writing Collaborative was inmgiand the feedback they received
was “insightful and generous.” Moreover, teachemme to the realization that sharing
their own writing allowed them to empathize witlvater’'s sensitivity (Hansen, 1985).

As Horne (2012) pointed out, “Sometimes, learnifgatithe community values must
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come through trial and error in the inkshedding:pca and other interactions with the
community” (p. 74).
Personal Aspects of Writing

The personal nature of writing represented a reaitheme throughout teachers’
meaning making about writing and themselves asveit According to Burke (2003),
“writing is always personal, even when it is acadgr(p. xii). As illustrated by the
other categories of meanings presented in thistehapachers related and referred to
writing as personal in nature. As previously desad, teachers defined writers
personally; recognized personal purposes for vgijtgenerated writing ideas from
personal stories, events, and memories; and desldfile writing process as unique to
each person.

Writing honestly. Additionally, teachers concluded that writingpesrsonally
engaging, but requires honesty and introspectioniatneself as a writer and, more
importantly, as a human. To write well, writers e honest with themselves (Lamott,
1994), taking the courage to express what thekthnu feel (Fletcher, 1996a). Margaret
admitted that being honest with herself in herimgitwas a challenge. “I am much more
guarded with my writing and my feelings on papérseemed her sense of vulnerability
hindered her from facing up to hard truths, causiagto put up “that natural, | guess,
level of guard.” She later confessed that whenatlogved herself to take writing
seriously, “I'm honest with myself to the point tlemetimes it is brutal.” Margaret’s
notion of “brutality” paralleled Don Murray’s (20D4dea ofdisloyalty— “writing not

what the subject would want us to say but what amektly perceive about that subject”
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(Fletcher, 1996b) which he argued is one of théews most important tools. For
Margaret and other writers, learning to be bruthtipest in their writing helped
breakdown the “kind of facade or something we @ast't seem to put out there.”
Making writing public . According to Murray, until writers allow theirosk to
be read by strangers, the act of writing is neeenglete. Once published, “their writing
detaches itself from them and goes its own way®6{p. Similarly, Brian pointed out
that writers relinquish control once their writirgmade public. “Oh, once something is
published, it's out of our hands.” Brian, who does$ mind sharing his writing, implied
that publishing and having his work read by otlveais a given part of the process. He
argued that readers take the writer's words andentiair own understanding. While
publication is not always the ultimate goal, hdizea he loses ownership of the text

once it is made public. Brian explained:

I’'m not choosy at all about what | share. If Ikeat public, it is public. You
know, it's like playing music. Once you play thet®, it's no longer in your
possession. It's out there someplace now, andvgaelinquished some of it.
People will take it and make it their own in soma&ywl mean, as to these things
that are between covers and stuff out there... #ragn is interested in reading it
who | am | to stop them? | wouldn’t have publistieifi | were afraid that
somebody might read it, you know?

Brian’s comments illustrated his confidence as iewrbut also Bakhtin’'s (1986) idea
that any instance of language, oral or writterid@uble-voiced,” having been populated
with the voice of the speaker and the voices oéith This phenomenon is intertextual,
illustrating the ways in which a specific text telsito other texts (lvani1998). Brian’s

utterances such as “it’'s out of our hands,” “ipiblic,” “it's no longer in your
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possession,” “it’s out there someplace,” “you’'venguished some of it,” and “make it
their own” demonstrated his understanding that dmgevriting is made public it
becomes animated with other voices, reflectivetio¢it encounters with real people and
real texts” (lvani, 1998, p. 181). Bakhtin referred to this contimsi@and constant

interaction as the process of assimilation.

Our speech, that is, all our utterances (includirggtive works), is filled with
others’ words, varying degrees of otherness oringrgegrees of “our-own-
ness,” varying degrees of awareness and detachriibese words of others carry
with them their own expression, their own evaluatione, which we assimilate,
rework, and re-accentuate. (p. 89)

However, Larissa argued that sharing one’s writmgking it public, and relinquishing
control have a time and place dictated by the autBbe voiced, “I think in a sense,
though, when you're writing sometimes you takeoipgrsonally that you don’t want to
share until you're finished.” Whether Larissa rgaizes it or not, language is acquired
through social use and interactions. While writeage a choice as to whether they share
their writing with others, the writing is still pofated with and shaped by others’ words
and meanings. How much Larissa chooses to addWreneeanings that re-accentuate
and rework the text in an explicit move to put Werds out there and shape what others
say is ultimately up to her. Unlike Brian, howevéappeared she was not as
comfortable putting her writing out there for other

Margaret shared similar feelings about the privafclyer writing, being selective
of the pieces she shared with others. On sevecalsions she prefaced the sharing of her

writing with self-deprecating comments such as,ri¢is very simplistic compared to the
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rest of you,” “Mine is very simple, but that is hamy mind works,” or “This may not be
the best way to write this.” Once her writing waade public in the collaborative,
Margaret often felt dissatisfied and attemptedaoify her writing to those with whom
she shared. These experiences of publication exemdthe extent to which the teachers
relinquished a certain level of control over theark and “a movement to a public place
where personal boundaries and ideas about privacyeaxamined” (Horne, 2012,
p.121).

Exposing the self. Most importantly, the data supported the teacheetings
that their writing exposes and represents the Belpeatedly, teachers in the
collaborative mentioned their insecurity with shartheir writing, suggesting that it
revealed aspects of themselves with which they wecemfortable. When we write, we
reveal ourselves on the page, creating our own bpuimt and our own voice,
consequently, “writing is self-exposure” (Murra@)@, p. 45). During the collaborative
sessions, Larissa alluded to the representatiselbthat is sometimes displayed in one’s
writing. In session seven, for example, she disedshe apprehensiveness she feels

when exposing her writing to others and revealitg whe is as a person.

Well, is it because you think when we write it repents ourselves and what's
inside of us, too? And, also, creating this litiksart thing, | realized how much of
myself I'm letting....exposing. And when | see aridaheet of paper it's hard to
get started on that because | am bleeding all ibveot just ink, but from myself.

In this example, Larissa described the intimacyattteof writing conveyed for her and

how her life-history is reflected in what she “ldsg all over the page. A writer’s life-
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history represents encounters and past experi¢naeare brought to every act of writing
(Burgess & Ivani, 2010; Ivani , 1998), revealing various aspects of the self.

Robert Yagelski (2009), in discussing writing, sagsnever thought about the act of
writing as separate from the experience. “Writingt the text itself, is what matters" (p.
6). He goes on to discuss the ontology of writifig/hen we write, we enact a sense of
ourselves as beings in the world. In this regaritjng both shapes and reflects our
sense of who we are in relation to each other laaavorld around us.

Margaret addressed the revealing nature of wrigangng, “I just...l just don’t
want to expose myself.” lvan{1998) explained writing as the product of theters
life-history stating, “Writing is not some neutidtivity which we just learn like a
physical skill, but it implicates every fibre ofetwriter’'s multifaceted being” (p. 181).
Consequently, past experiences, events, and ativéiocial in nature, affect how we
write. In essence, people bring an identity to actyof writing, arautobiographical self

lvani (1998) argued that an autobiographical self enipbas

the fact that this aspect of identity is associatét a writer's sense of their roots,
of where they are coming from, and that this idgritiey bring with them to
writing is itself socially constructed and constamhanging as a consequence of
their developing life-history: it is not some ftkeessential ‘real self'. (p. 24)

Larissa and Margaret felt a sense of vulnerabiliten they wrote and particularly when
they shared their writing. This may have been dubé nature of the writing tasks, such
as the heart map, which were drawn from persorn@mances. The Writing
Collaborative was a new experience for both tea;laer such, they appeared to lack

confidence in their writing, contributing to thégelings of vulnerability. While not all
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writing is self-revelatory, it does raise the quasiabout the kinds of vulnerability
students might feel as well. For the teacherbencbllaborative, writing was a way of
representing their life experiences to themsehubsch reflected a sense of who they
were as a person (Burgess & Ivar2010; Ivani, 1998). However, as noted by Larissa
and Margaret, some writers find it difficult to eal themselves to others through their
writing, particularly those texts that contain méte details of their lives.
Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter was to describe thenimgs teachers negotiated
about writers, writing, and themselves as writetdred by their engagement in the
share practices of the Writing Collaborative. Dateealed five categories of meanings
teachers made through collaborative discussionstataating and engagement in various
writing tasks during the collaborative sessiodsfinitions of writers, purposes of
writing, writing ideas, writing as a procesandpersonal aspects of writingThese
meanings were a result of a productive processhiciwteachers drew from their
experiences in the Collaborative, but also fromrtpeevious experiences with writing.
It is important to understand that meaning, whié pre-existing, is not simply made up;
“negotiated meaning is at once both historical dyramic, contextual and unique”
(Wenger, 1998, p. 54). By talking and interactivith one another, revealing past
experiences with writing, and sharing thinking atbetiting, teachers in the collaborative
constantly negotiated new meanings about writedlsvaiting, and enacted writer

identities in the process. In chapter six | pnesed discuss the ways in which the
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practices of the community and the meanings teaahade about writers and writing

shaped each of the teachers’ identities as writers.
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CHAPTER VI
SHAPING TEACHERS’ IDENTITIES AS WRITERS
Thewriting does not create us, but in the act of writingane by writing we

reaffirm and proclaim our being in the here and now
(Yagelski, 2009, p.17)

We grow into new selves with every sentence weeywwitith every choice we
make among the almost endless set of possibifidietheir construction. To fail
in that articulation is to foreclose on our ideett to cut short the process of
discovering ourselves in thought.

(Imbrie, 1999, p.19)

In the previous chapter | examined the meaningshiers negotiated about
writers, writing, and themselves as writers. Theslkective meanings represented not
only new understandings, but also meanings preljidwedd by teachers that became
modified, altered or adjusted as a result of thegotiations. Given the practices,
specifically the sharing and response to sharhmag, émerged from the Writing
Collaborative and the collective meanings teachwde about writers and writing, it is
important to examine the ways in which these figdishaped and reshaped the writer
identities of each teacher over the course of tti@lmorative.

Although | presented and analyzed the share peaatid meaning-making data in
separate chapters, they in no way function in {gma It is our engagement in the
practices and the meanings we make from our engawgfetimat creates our learning, thus

our identities. “Issues of identity are an intégspect of a social theory of learning
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and are thus inseparable from issues of practar@munity, and meaning” (Wenger,
1998, p. 145). We define ourselves in relatiotheocommunity in which the negotiation
of meanings of our experiences constructs our itles{Linehan & McCarthy, 2000).
Becoming (or not becoming) active teachers in tlagtices of the community give rise
to the meanings we negotiate, shaping our idest#ra sense of belonging. Thus,
identities are constructed just as much throughigygation as they are non-participation
(Wenger, 1998). As such, we may encounter manyroamties of practice in which we
are full or limited members (Solomon, 2007). Tinplies that identities are not fixed;
we are constantly enacting our identities. In dao, our identities form trajectories that
may take us from the peripheral of the communitigegooming a full participating
member, a characteristic of identity that Weng@9g) refers to as “a constant
becoming.” More explicitly, Bakhtin (1981) argutitht dialogic interactions facilitate a
persistent and continuous procesgleblogical becomingThrough dialogic exchange,
individuals author themselves by negotiating theammegs of others’ words and using
them to create their own meanings. Thus, the gofbecominga writer in the
Writing Collaborative was a central focus.

| need to reiterate that the Writing Collaborativas a newly formed community
and the teachers were, in essence, “newcomers.hdwcomers to a community,
legitimate peripheral participation, as describgd.@dve and Wenger (1991), is the
process by which they “become part of a commurfifyractice” (p.29). Peripherality,
serves as a pathway to gaining access to the gea@nd the knowledge of “old-timers”

that facilitate learning and identification as amfeer of the community. However, these
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notions of periphery and participation became eg&ng to consider for this study
(Cuddapah & Clayton, 2001) given that all of thacteers were new to the Writing
Collaborative.

The purpose of this chapter is to present and dssthe identities that were
enacted and shaped by each teacher in the coltalmrserving to answer the overall

research question for this study:

How do secondary English teachers’ identities slaqoehow are they shaped by

the community of the Writing Collaborative?

For the purpose of this chapter, | have organikedliscussion of individual
teachers’ writer identities around how they defitleginselves as writers before and after
participation in the collaborative, how they pasited themselves or were positioned by
others as writers, and what the data suggested #imwriter identities that were
enacted and shaped.

Brian: “The rough draft is the keeper!”

Brian consistently defined and positioned himsslaaonfident writer with a
strong voice who used writing as a tool for expigrhis curiosities and conveying his
thoughts and ideas for various purposes and auskehte moved quickly into a position
of full membership in the community, taking initisg to generate and engage others in
discussions. In negotiating a definition of a erjtBrian argued that writers are
observers and reporters who are obligated to expotfes through the writing they

create. He illustrated this notion when he wroteeealing piece about a local minister
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who preached about the cocaine issue among tha yothe community. Additionally,
he commented that writers “need to empathize ieroia feel something for what we are
writing about.” This empathy was reflected in jbernal writing that he used *“in search
of the meaning of my life.” Among the seven teash8rian was the most self-assured
and made no hesitation regarding his writer idegtitwhich manifested themselves in
several ways through engagement in the share peaadnd the nuanced meanings he and
others negotiated about writers and writing. InBflan enacted five primary writer
identities throughout the Writing Collaborative dmd interviews.
Documenter

Brian primarily positioned himself and was posigdrby others as a writer who
used writing to document and chronicle life expeces. He demonstrated the
importance of documenting experiences when he dleafamed memento inscribed by
his grandfather, reflecting the history of the fgmuwned bread store. He also described
the compilation of writings he accrued over the thsty years in blank books called a
“Nothing Book,” which he compared to the writer'stabooks we used in the
collaborative. During the collaborative sessiongkglained that writing for him was a
process of searching for deeper meaning, and datdimgehoughts and experiences on a
daily basis helped in that search. He reflectethenimportance of documenting and how
it served him in his recovery from a traumatic brajury. Brian believed that writers are
spontaneous and reactionary and documenting allbnmedhat privilege. Therefore, as

a writer he trusted his first impulses, to “wingand “just produce.”
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Songwriter

Brian also positioned himself artistically as agonter, one for whom art,
music, and writing collide. In his interview, hiscussed his passion for songwriting and
music, reflecting on musical gigs he had perforraed songs he had produced. He
shared numerous examples of his songwriting anttytewhich he also wrote musical
accompaniment. During several discussions, Beferenced specific songs and lyrics
from other songwriters that exemplified a poinwees trying to make or illustrated
understandings he gleaned. Brian’s identity asngwriter aligned with his notions of
writing as an art form, which was shared and reaghby Larissa and Leah, allowing
connections and deeper conversations about thesdypriting among them. At one
session he explained, “Language is a malleablg tike clay or paint or something, and
it's just something that can be fooled around watimake the moment betteOthers
recognized Brian’s identity as a songwriter, patacly Leah who confessed to writing
song lyrics as welHis piece, “Wave to the Caboose,” written and pented at the
Writing Collaborative celebration further confirmbid identity as an artistic songwriter.
Author

Brian enacted another writer identity that posiédmimself as a published author
of books. During both interviews he discussed agtle his writing projects and book
ideas, sharing with me portions of his drafts dludtrations he had created to coincide
with the text. He explained the process of onpablication, an alternative he had used
for publishing several of his books. Unlike soméha collaborative, Brian did not define

writers merely as those who have published thenkwdlthough he recognized that
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other writers might need the type of confirmatiarbiication could provide, publication
for him was an avenue for sharing his ideas andghts with others. Brian’s identity as
an author was recognized minimally in the collabigeasessions; he enacted his author
identity primarily through his interviews. Intetegyly, Brian was absent for
collaborative session number seven in which thehtes discussed publication and the
experiences of published authors they knew person®@lithout question, Brian would
have contributed to the meanings the others maolet e process of publication,
revealing his own experiences and identity as dnoau
Word Man

In one of his most prevalent writer identities raleel through his participation in
the collaborative, Brian positioned himself and wasitioned by others as a writer for
whom unique and carefully chosen vocabulary waallanark of an engaging piece of
writing. Brian referred many times to his incoraoon of “out there” vocabulary in his
writing, acquiring a majority of his words througls extensive reading. During
collaborative discussions, he took the libertyreeint words such as “analogizing” and
contemplated word origins of odd terms like “asphaClearly identified by the other
teachers as “the word man,” Brian articulated thpartance of word choice in one’s
writing and using vocabulary to enhance the read®xperience of the text. Given
Brian’s history of a traumatic head injury and tmenplications he endured with his
memory as a result provided a bit of irony to disritity as a writer for whom vocabulary

was a focal point.
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Teacher as Writing Model

Finally, Brian’s writer identities were intertwinedth the context of teaching and
his identity as a teacher of writing. Brian joirté@ Writing Collaborative to not only
engage with others as a writer, but also to brimgenattention to writing in the schools.
“If this Collaborative can help me to do this [thagriting] better for the next 8 or 10
years before | retire, then | will have been glatéen here.” Brian frequently shared
examples of writing lessons and projects he wasglaith his middle school students,
making connections to his experiences in the coliatiive to ways in which he taught
writing. Likewise, he took writing tasks and iddaom the collaborative back to his
classroom, recognizing the importance of engagiagtudents in authentic writing
experiences. Brian positioned himself as a teasheriting who modeled and wrote
with his students, but he confessed the need t@ share of his writing process with his
students, exposing them to the complexities ofimgit The teachers in the collaborative
helped to shape his identity as a teacher of witimther by engaging with him in
discussions about the way he taught writing, hawlesits responded to the lessons, and
suggestions for new instructional ideas. Ovetiad,collaborative was a space for Brian
to share and continue his trajectory as a teadheriting.

Brian confessed he did not experience any majonggsin the way he saw
himself as a writer; “I'm pretty concrete, | think,who | am as a creative person.”
While it did not appear Brian constructed “new” i&riidentities during the course of the
Writing Collaborative, it was apparent that his agpgment in the share practices and the

collective meanings made about writers and writurgher shaped the writer identities he
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enacted in the collaborative. This was particyléme in the teaching of writing when he
elaborated on the ways in which he would make mbhras writing process visible to
students and discuss the intricacies of how a péueeiting evolved. Brian was able to
move beyond seeing the Writing Collaborative agppsupfor his own writing, to one that
helped him build the writing capacity of his stutserwWithout question, his participation
contributed to the shaping of the community, asvae a vocal, interactive member. His
experiences also reinforced his position that teeschf writing should engage in the
writing process themselves. He argued, “If you ttarteach writing well, you'd better
know how to do it.”

Don: “If you can’t write it, don’t think it.”

Don admittedly joined the collaborative cognizahth@ challenge researcher’s
face in securing participants. Feeling a sensbbifjation, he made concerted efforts to
attend each session. Among the seven teachersy@®the most non-committal to
writing in his personal life. His engagement ie Writing Collaborative can be
described as one of mixed participation, movingveenh passiveness and engagement.
On occasion, he positioned himself as an outs@#rd community, claiming his writing
was not as “deep” as others. This positioning stddmw he interacted with the other
teachers, particularly his practices as a writsrtimes he sat on the periphery of the
collaborative, appearing to have a difficult tinneding an entry point into the
discussions. At other times, Don appeared to benonward trajectory when he

engaged in topical discussions or used humor to gatiry into a group conversation.
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In both interviews, he identified himself, notaawriter, but rather as one who
knowshowto write; he understood the mechanics of writikte made a clear distinction
between knowing how to write and “being a writeatteomebody wants to read.”
According to Don, being a writer included publigipione’s work and being read by
others. This definition did not align with how Deaw himself, as he implied several
times that his writing was not as insightful as oieer teachers. Despite his limited
participation within the community as it relatednis identities as a writer, Don exhibited
more participation and engagement when discussiwned to the teaching of writing, as
it did on several occasions during the collaboeasigssions. Primarily, Don enacted two
writer identities over the course of the studyy@actional writer and a creative writing
teacher.

Functional Writer

First, Don positioned himself as a functional writene who wrote out of
necessity. He described those occasions whendte \etters of recommendations for
student athletes, email correspondences to friandolleagues and lesson plans. For
the most part, Don proclaimed he had little eagesme time to write, unless an occasion
required it. He was, however, proud of his abildaywrite a thoughtful thank you note or
card, a quality he felt had been lost amongstehbkrtological means of communication.
Where he is from, he explained, it is an expeatatiat one composes a well-written
thank you note. Don identified himself as one whossessed the ability to write,” which
he made clear was not synonymous with being amwrkaving the ability to write, he

explained, required knowledge of the spoken anttemianguage, including syntax and
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vernacular. His definition was reflective of higgttioning within the collaborative,
being viewed as one who knew the mechanics ofrvgriind used writing to function in
his daily life.
Creative Writing Teacher

Given time in the collaborative, Don’s participatiand contributions to the
meanings made about writers and writing increasgecifically when the discussions
migrated to the teaching of writing. Don appeareite comfortable discussing his
identity as a teacher of writing, positioning hiffiges a creative writing teacher. On
different occasions he shared in detail succesgiitihg lessons he had conducted with
his students such as journal writing from differpaints of view, a descriptive essay, and
a creative writing portfolio in which students coospd in various genres on topics of
their choice. As such, he contributed to the magsiteachers made about the teaching of
writing, particularly expressive and sensory wagtinAs with Brian, the other teachers
were interested in these creative writing lessonsasked that Don share his ideas and
resources for use in their classroom. Enactedieacher of writing identity stood in
stark contrast to his identity as a functional @mit Although he advocated the teaching
of creative writing to enhance and broaden hisesitsd writing repertoire, he did not
transfer this same ideology to his own writing piGe This seeming contradiction of
Don’s writer identities is consistent with theor@gadentity that emphasize the fact that
“individuals are composed of multiple, often cocifilng, identities” (Danielewicz, 2001,

p. 3). For Don, his identity as a teacher of wgttook precedence over his identity as a
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writer, prompting him to engage in the practiced areaning making of the Writing
Collaborative, but maintaining his identity as adtional writer.

In his post interview, Don reflected on his seoskimself as writer. He
compared himself to the other “insightful” writersthe collaborative, concluding he was
not a writer. Ironically, for the writing celebrati, Don wrote a very insightful,
emotional piece about a former student athletechvirisibly moved the rest of the group.
However, Don was resolved in his belief that teaglsbould knowowto write in order
to teach writing effectively. “You have to be albewrite a little bit to be able to explain
the process to kids.” This statement reflectecuhigavering notion that possessing the
ability and knowledge to write characterizes a&vribut did not advocate that teachers
engage in writing on a regular basis. The conog&fibeing” a writer versus the “ability”
to write were reflected in the writer identities éreacted during the Writing Collaborative
sessions and interviews.

Larissa: “The ink from my pen only flows when | have sweat on my brow.”

Relatively new to the profession, Larissa had gbwaanted to participate in a
writers’ guild with her teaching peers. Admittedlyy and nervous in front of others,
Larissa did not define herself as writer, citingdaf time to write. She described writing
as an outlet, “a way to release your inner thoughtsfeelings.” She noted that writers
moved through phases, experiencing highs sucheas igieas and lows such as writer’s
block during the process. She also stated writing @motional and spiritual; it involved
the imagination, thoughts and intrapersonal feslihgrissa’s perceptions of herself as a

writer, however, presented contradictions. Althosge did not define herself as writer,
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she described writing experiences, such as keeppegsonal journal and writing poetry
and fictional stories that suggested she did edadatities, at times, consistent with those
who believed they were writers.

Larissa’s engagement in the Writing Collaborabegan slowly, tentatively, but
gained momentum and progressed on a trajectoryrdofindh membership. In the
beginning, Larissa typically did not share her wgtor book study quotes and ideas with
the collaborative. Instead, she participated #ifemaking eye contact when others
spoke or nodding her head in agreement with consmeatle by others. Thus, she
contributed to the practices of the community bybe silent cheerleader and attentive
listener for the other teachers. Examining herigagtion across the Collaborative
sessions, Larissa did not begin to move away filwgrperiphery of the community until
session five when she became more involved inlootitive discussions, sharing and
contributing to the meanings teachers made abatér&iand writing. It was not until
session seven, however, that Larissa appeareddeeaomfortable discussing her
writing and herself as a writer. The sharing af iheart map was a pivotal moment in
regard to her membership in the community and baedhaped her as a creative writer.
Creative Writer

Although Larissa referenced her “creative mode” ‘andative juices” on two
prior occasions, it was not until she engaged enhiart map activity that she fully
positioned herself and was positioned by otheis @gative writer. The heart map
activity connected Larissa’s creative writer idgnto her definitions and descriptions of

writers and writing, allowing her to use her “imaation” and “release her inner thoughts
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and feelings.” Larissa held the attention of theug for approximately ten minutes as
she described the process of creating her heart mamique aspect of her engagement
in this writing task and the meanings she madeluaebthe ways in which her reflexive
thinking led to insights about herself as a writ€he questioned herself about the
organization of the heart map, stating, “that’s hawcreativity goes, it'’s all...obscure.”
She also realized the challenges being creativedpfas her claiming, “That’s why |
have a hard time with my creativity because | demibrace it inside of my heart.”
Larissa’s reflexive thinking about this activitjustrated one way in which she
constructed a writer identity for herself, reviegitine process she used for the writing,
the reasons for how she organized it, and pastiexpes that influenced her thinking.
For Larissa, this discursive act of describing aerplaining the writing of her heart map
opened up possibilities for becoming a writer (2éwicz, 2001).

Larissa, describing her experiences from the bolative, felt the discussions and
writing tasks “pushed me to be more creative” agicburaged me to share my ideas.”
She attributed this to the atmosphere of trustcatiégiality that was created within the
Writing Collaborative. She admitted that parti¢ipa in the Collaborative made her
more aware of her own writing abilities and waysvimich she could adjust her writing
instruction. Having previously identified hersalf a non-writer, Larissa reconsidered
stating she “had her moments” where she consideeeself a writer. As to whether
teachers should be writers, Larissa’s perspectikenot changed; teachers should engage

in the practice of writing in order to be models floeir students.
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Leah: “Writing is a talent, like singing, acting —and you need to hone your talent.”

Leah, one of the first teachers to commit to tleltjoined the Writing
Collaborative, having never participated in a wgtgroup. Leah’s participation in the
Writing Collaborative was moderate across the sessislipping in an out of
engagement. There were many instances where lbese oot to share her writing or
thoughts related to the book study. However, leenksense of humor and sharp wit,
which she shared with Don, contributed to the seis®@mmunity that was constructed
in the collaborative.

Leah defined writers as researchers and thoseavehoreative. She believed that
being a writer was not innate, that one becametamthrough the process of research. In
defining herself as a writer, Leah stated she wéaud to be a writer, but felt she lacked
the ability “to do the intricate part of actuallyiting.” However, she defined herself as a
researcher, one who had the ideas and could gaghérformation. She expressed a
desire to be a researcher because research wraohgtructure and “I feel like | have it.”
In contrast to how she saw herself as a writerhlskared in her interviews that she had
written songs for her son who sang in a band, erigoetry, and generated ideas for
fictional books. Interestingly, Leah shared vettyd of these writing experiences during
collaborative discussions. Despite claims of nabhdge@ writer, Leah enacted two
predominant writer identities during the courseéhaf collaborative, that of reader-writer

and list maker.
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Reader-writer

One writer identity Leah enacted involved her titgras a reader. Leah
described on several occasions her passion foingadd her interest in learning about
an author’s craft, even attending book signings@dl bookstores. In introducing
herself to the group, she described the excitewfeaittending an author’s roundtable,
learning about her favorite authors and how thefted a piece of writing. Thus, she felt
strongly that writers needed models to emulatethatiour reading of others’ works
served as the best models. Her reader-writeritgealso manifested itself in the ways in
which she responded to a piece of text. Leah dstreted a particular interest in how
writers used language to appeal to the readerh’seasponses to teachers who shared
their writing in the group tended to focus on spedines of text or ways in which the
writer used language for sensory effect. In h@lfinterview, Leah positioned herself
again as one who is not a writer, but “would lowdécause I'm a reader.” Murray
(2004) claimed that “When writers read something/\good they want to write.” (p. 87).
This appeared to be the case for Leah, as shelsdthe “massive ideas” she had for
books, but was too scared to start the writing @ssc
List Maker

The most identifiable writer identity Leah enacteals that of “habitual list-
maker.” Leah became most engaged in the practices and ngeuaking of the
collaborative when the talk shifted to the topicyaking notes or lists. During those
discussions, Leah moved quickly to the center efdbmmunity, taking a primary role in

the conversations. She described the multitudistsfshe maintained, their purposes,
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their histories, and the information they reveabdut her life’'s experiences, personally
and professionally. Others, particularly familymigers, for whom Leah made lists as
well, recognized her identity as a list maker.

How Leah perceived herself as a writer and theingriéxperiences she revealed
(such as her songs picked up by MCA records) wamisistent and contradictory to the
writer identities she enacted and the ways shdiposd herself in the Writing
Collaborative. In the last interview, however, slescribed a notable change in her sense
of herself as writer, claiming, “I mean, | see nmseally able to write poetry.” She felt
a sense of pride and accomplishment when she sharggtbems with a few people
outside the collaborative and received positivelliaek. She attributed this change in
writer identity to the structure of the collabovatin that she was enabled to “just let it
flow out of you by doing some writing.” In otherowds, the collaborative provided a
space for Leah to explore other possibilities fer Wwriting.

Leah’s notion of whether teachers should be waiterteach writing remained
unwavering. She did not believe teachers had terliers, but felt strongly they should
be readers in order to teach writing. This wasm&resting perspective and paralleled
her reader-writer identity she enacted for hers#df: perspective also aligned with
literature on writing that promotes a reader-wréad writer-reader stance and the
interconnectedness of reading and writing (AtwE98; Buckner, 2005; & Murray,

2004).
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Margaret: “Writing is life.”

Margaret’s interest in participating in the Wrgiollaborative was twofold,
stemming from her engagement in journal writingeieve stress and work through
life’s problems and recognizing the writing wealksessof her students. Among the
seven teachers, Margaret's engagement and patitosigavel was the highest. Her
inviting personality and upbeat attitude peggedasethe mother of the group, the social
hostess. Her presence in the collaborative wastadiin making others “feel at home”
and comfortable with their new surroundings.

Margaret defined writers as those who were “cleancise, and to the point” and
who followed correct grammatical and mechanicaldtre. Additionally, she described
writing as a building that was structured one batla time using specific writing tools.
In defining herself as a writer, Margaret paralligleer previous definition stating that she
was “short, to the point.” Personally, she consaddrerself a writer because she wrote
daily in her journals, however, professionally sk not claim a writer identity,
declaring that professional writers were publishathors. During the collaborative
sessions, Margaret maintained a clear dichotomydweat the personal writing she did for
therapeutic purposes and the type of writing shghthand expected from her students.
As such, Margaret enacted two distinct writer idesd, one of private writer and the
other of traditional teacher of writing.

Private Writer
The most predominant writer identity Margaret cladrand enacted was that of a

private / personal writer. Margaret shared, inih&arviews and on numerous occasions
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in the collaborative, her practice of journal wrgifor therapeutic purposes. She
repeated her mantras, “If | couldn’t write, | conlfdoreathe” and “Writing is healing,” in
various ways throughout the sessions. She desandiad her private journals for writing
about traumatic experiences and troubling timdsemlife. Journals were Margaret’s
way of facing and eliminating the hurt and paint ttammed from many of those
experiences. As part of her journal practice,admitted to purging them, burning them
actually, to signify the elimination of those phstartaches and the process of moving
forward. As a result of her private writer ideptiMargaret was very skeptical and
nervous about sharing her writing with others, ipafarly during inkshedding activities.
She compensated by steering away from writing apergonal topics that might be seen
by others. When she did volunteer to share hetingy she guarded her words by giving
a retelling of what she wrote rather than the oagiext. Despite her attempts to not
write about personal topics in the collaborativgriyaret sometimes gravitated back to
personal, private topics that were of most conéarier. While the teachers in the
collaborative created an atmosphere of mutual et trust, Margaret continued to
guard her writing, choosing to engage in discusstantered around the book study and
topics that were less about her personal life.
Traditional Teacher of Writing

In another enacted identity, Margaret positioneddléas a traditional teacher of
writing. In the beginning, Margaret applied helear, concise, to the point,
grammatically and mechanically correct” writing leisiophy to her teaching of writing,

expressing the need for her students’ researchrpéoefollow the correct guidelines of
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acceptable writing.” As a secondary English teadher approach to teaching writing
focused on correctness, structure and the writtedyzt. After two collaborative
sessions, | noticed a definite reshaping of Martigmrgentity as a teacher of writing. She
brought in student writing samples that were reiflecof writing tasks we had completed
in our sessions to share during “Good News.” Qs occasions, she shared writing
lessons she created that were inspired by the liZoliive. These lessons were non-
traditional writing lessons, incorporating nonfartitext, response to literature, self-
selected topics, and poetry. Unlike her persomding, Margaret was eager to share
writing and writing lessons that emerged from leaching practice. These instances
illustrated changes in her approach to writingringion, moving away from traditional
writing of research and essays to include moreeatitywriting tasks for her students.
Excited about these new writing tasks, Margareicated their success with her students.
In her final interview, she expressed that in teahker writing instruction, she had
learned to grasp, understand, and teach poetryeré\ince she only taught a few
traditional English poems, she now felt more coarfidproviding different poetry
experiences for her students. Margaret’s questfén authentic writing experiences for
her students continued long after the Writing Gmdlative ended. She often invited me
into her classroom to observe writing lessons ewstudent samples that exemplified
her ongoing transformation from a traditional wigiteacher to a teacher of student
writers.

Reflecting on her experiences in the Writing Codleative, Margaret indicated

changes in her writing identities, which were sailitir her identity as private writer,
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more pronounced for her teacher of writing identi8he redefined herself as “a growing
writer,” who felt more comfortable “to come outtbfat protective shell, to try different
avenues” for writing. Margaret’'s engagement incbkaborative, particularly the
meanings she made about writing instruction, seteedshape her identity as a teacher
of writing. In noting changes to her instructiopahctice, she cited the confidence to
pursue different types of writing assignments viaén students, an awareness that writing
assignments might not be limited to one structagetao much emphasis on correctness
often stifled students’ writing.

Margaret’'s stance on whether teachers need taibersvn order to teach writing
was significantly extended. In her first intervietve indicated that teachers of writing
should be able to empathize with students, to wtaed their writing challenges, but “if
you don’t feel comfortable in doing something, tard to teach that level of comfort to
others.” Her comments seemed reflective of her msacurities she exhibited with her
own writing. However, in her last interview shesasmdamant thatll teachers should be
writers and advocates for writing in their classnso She went to say that English
teachers should lead the charge of infusing mortngrin all classrooms by leading
professional development sessions for their colleag

Mindy: “Writing...there is no right or wrong way to do it; just write.”

Mindy expressed interest in the collaborative bseahe had been searching for
professional development on writing that would fime me and others to want to teach
writing well because it seems to get pushed asiéddtfiough she liked to teach writing,

she realized that her weaknesses as a writer efféetr ability to teach writing well. Of
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the seven teachers, Mindy was the most reserved.p&tticipation in the Writing
Collaborative can be characterized as passive engagt and selective participation.
Wenger (1998) argued that when we encounter negis&apes of practice we move into
unfamiliar territory, not quite knowing how to emgawith others. “We lack shared
references that participants use” (p. 153). Likes\wMindy’'s age and minimal teaching
experience seemed to place her on the periphegheafommunity during some
discussions. Although Mindy did not contributettte discussions or share her ideas on a
consistent basis, when she did it was intentiondlfacused. For Mindy, some degree of
non-participation was necessary as it served appartunity for learning, enabling her

to move toward more participation.

Mindy’s self-identification as a writer stemmeadrin her writing experiences on
the high school newspaper staff and her undergtagwagram at the university. From
these experiences, she felt she was a “good” wardrexpressed a strong fondness for
writing and a keen interest in learning to teachimg well. She defined writers as those
who were able to communicate their thoughts on papde able “to get their thinking
down.” During the collaborative Mindy enacted tpramary writer identities.

Planner

Mindy positioned herself and was positioned bydtiesr teachers as a writer who
was an extensive planner. This writer identity ifested itself during writing tasks
when Mindy would take considerable time to plat@instorm ideas for the topic or
structure of her writing. She elaborated on hanping process, which entailed

researching information, brainstorming ideas, autly key points, and listing important
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words for use in her writing. She even sharecktttensive notes and lists she had
created in her wedding planner for her upcomingriage. During informal
conversations the teachers often asked how thaiplgmvas coming along, signifying
that being a planner was an integral part of héewidentity, and applied perhaps to a
broader set of identities as well. A specific dssion on whether planning was
considered writing, however, caused Mindy to shét thinking and conclude that
planning is not the same as writing. As she coptatad her own planning, she realized
she would not want others to see the early staiglesravriting. Despite this claim,
Mindy shared her planning and drafts with the grolipe safe environment of the
collaborative invited and supported her engagement.
Student-centered Teacher of Writing

Mindy’s identity as a teacher of writing was onatttvas student-centered. In her
first interview, she talked a lot about her beli@f®ut writing instruction, arguing that
with new curriculum demands that placed priorityaniting coupled with the lack of
time in the current schedule devoted to writingrrarated a separate class for writing.
Unlike most teachers in the collaborative, Mindpitglly referenced her students and
used them as examples to support the meanings athe about writers and writing.
During book study, she chose to discuss quotestmatected to her students and their
writing. In her final interview, she held steadfasthe student-centered teacher of
writing identity by reflecting on the new meanirgfee had made about her writing
instruction including, providing students with oppmities to choose their own topics,

experiment with various writing structures, and wé&y support student writers.
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Interestingly, Mindy hesitated to identify hersa#f a writer when the
collaborative session ended. She stated she diek“to” kinds of writing that were
required for her job, but because she had litthetior pursuing her own writing
interests, she did not consider herself a writbis Was surprising, given she had
identified herself as a writer when the Collabamatbegan. What prompted this change
in how she saw herself as writer? Mindy joined @wlaborative with the goal to learn
more about writing instructiorshe confessed she had been disappointed in thenbegi
that the Collaborative “wouldn’t be geared towagdlly how to teach writing in your
classroom.” This shift in focus required her tbe®t on herself as a writer, causing her
to redefine her writer identity and make new comioas to her identity as a writing
teacher. In her last interview, she contemplatbgteachers should be writers in order
to teach writing. Her reasoning was self-refleetand based on her own writing habits.
“I don’t write as much as | should | guess, butting is one of my favorite things to
teach. Like I really...l like to do writing with thidds so...” She realized, however, how
she taught writing, “very structured,” did not aligiith her experiences in the Writing
Collaborative and considered changes to her instnad practice. “Maybe if | did more
freelance writing or just writing like the thingsewdid in the workshop, maybe if |
instilled that in my kids then they would like i¢tber.” Although Mindy was a silent
participant in the collaborative in many ways, redtection of her experiences and how

they impacted her writer identities served as tithtsons of her learning.
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Wes: “Writing is that thing we start, wish we neve had, and then are more relieved
than ever when we finish.”

Wes, in his first year of teaching high school Estgljoined the collaborative
with the aspiration of completing some of his peedavriting pieces, particularly short
stories and poetry, generated in the past. Hiscgzation in the Writing Collaborative
was attentive and progressive. Wes took a perdgplpessition in the community at first,
gradually increasing his participation in the piaes$ and contributions to the collective
meanings about writers and writing. This behaisdypical when there is a difference in
generation among community members whereby “diffegenerations bring different
perspectives to their encounter because theirittEnare invested in different moments
of that history” Wenger (1998, p. 157). As a lmmgng teacher and youngest member of
the community, Wes had fewer life experiences, elé ag fewer teaching experiences,
which sometimes seemed to hinder his engagemelgdnssions. In order for him to
gain access, he had to find a place in relatidgheégast and make it a part of his own
identities (Wenger, 1998). Wes gained access tedhenunity by connecting an aspect
of his identities that he had in common with theestmembers - being a teacher. These
moments became evident early in the sessions whieh of his engagement and
contribution to the community involved connectidressmade to his teaching, classroom,
and students, providing him access to the commuamitypossibilities for his own
trajectories.

Wes self-identified as a writer, quickly addingut not the best writer.” He
defined writers as those who willingly refined aedised their work, connected with

their audience, and committed the time to theitimgi Writers were also observant,
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taking notice and interest in small details. Bwtcast, he described himself as a writer
who struggled with rewriting and often abandonguege of text. However, he saw
himself as a writer who could articulate his ideemsply and directly, using “an economy
of language.” Wes enacted three primary writenidies during participation in the
Writing Collaborative.
Writer’s Block

Wes frequently positioned himself as a writer wikpexienced writer’s block,
one who struggled with bouts of inability to putnas on paper. This identity was
enacted early when, during session one, he créaadpresentation of a writer that
included a human stick figure slumped over a compinaving “hit the wall.” During
writing sessions, Wes was typically the last to ptate a piece of writing. He often had
long pauses in his writing, appearing to strugghd wetting his ideas down on paper. In
one session, he explained that when writer’s blotk he tried to “push through it” until
the end. He described for the group sitting atdpép pretending to type until his
fingers actually moved. In discussing this issuthwhe other teachers, Wes concluded
that “talk” provided one strategy for working thghuwriter’s block. Larissa identified
with Wes’s struggle with writer’s block, sharingristrategy of keeping notepads by the
bed for when ideas strike. For Wes, writer’s blpcgsented an authentic issue in his
writing, but the practices of the collaborative dhd discussions that ensued provided
additional strategies for him. Writer’s block isatural experience of the writing process

and one that was the most telling of Wes'’s writentities.
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Free Writer

Wes also enacted a writer identity that charaatdrizm as being a free writer,
one who empties his thoughts onto the page in dodé&get the writing out” “all in one
go.” This method for generating text is definedR®ter Elbow (1973) as a method for
producing words to put down on the page, makingd&@ome more easily and the act of
writing “less blocked.” Wes'’s identity as a freeiter complemented his identity as a
writer who experienced writer’s block. As with teeategy of talk, Wes discussed how
he used free writing as a method for counteractintgr’s block. A consistent structure
of the Writing Collaborative that supported Wesest for dealing with writer’s block
was that of quickwrites. A quickwrite (Rief, 2003b a writing technique similar to free
writing in which writers write for several minute$f an idea or line of text, helping them
to generate thoughts and get them down on papes’s\wegagement in these short
bursts of writing during the collaborative reshapeéslidentity as a free writer by
providing another tool for his writing.
Poet

Wes, through interviews and engagement in thengritasks of the collaborative,
positioned himself and was positioned by othera pset. Similar to the way teachers
referred to Brian as the “word man,” Wes was kn@asrithe poet” in the group. His
previous poetry writing was one of the main readmgvanted to be a part of the Writing
Collaborative. He hoped to “play with some idgas; them on paper; write poems.”
The teachers frequently recognized his knack fetqydy making encouraging and

supportive comments. As with the quickwrites, sabveriting tasks presented in the
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collaborative provided Wes an opportunity for rgshg his identity as a poet. One
visible sign of this reshaping occurred in the wgtof his laundry poem entitled,
“Whites,” which he revised for the writing celeldmat. During this process, group
members offered feedback and responses to the poggesting ideas for revision.
From this support, Wes was encouraged to write rpoetry to share.

Looking back, Wes noted definite changes in hisewrdentities as a result of his
participation in the Writing Collaborative. Specdily, he discussed his new interest in
writing humorous pieces, particularly with poetiie attributed these changes, in small
part, to “catering to the people | knew | woulddb&aring with and having something we
can laugh at, joke about.” He realized almostyhang he wrote in the Collaborative
sessions had an edge of humor, which he figuredpgaled to him as a writer. In his
post interview, Wes displayed increased confidendes identity as a writer stating as a
matter of fact, “I am a writer.” The Writing Cobarative seemed to have provided a
space for refashioning Wes'’s identity as a burgappoet. Wes left the collaborative
with a strong belief that teachers are all writargheir own way, engaging in everyday
writing tasks for personal and job-related reasupported his claim. While teachers do
not have to be the best writers, he reasoned,stheyld have an understanding of writing

and their daily lives should reflect writing engagnt of some type.

Summary
The purpose of this chapter was to present andisisthie writer identities for
each teacher that emerged from the share praeinmemeanings teachers made about

writers, writing, and themselves as writers. Tdkenthese determinations, | reviewed
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and looked across all data sources, paying spettgation to how each teacher’s
participation evolved and changed over the couf$keeocollaborative. While chapters
four and five presented data on the share practicdshe meanings teachers constructed
about writers and writing, and provided snapshbti® ways they positioned themselves
or were positioned by others as writers, | feltrportant to capture the writer identities
that teachers enacted and that were shaped bypt@enity.

Although some teachers experienced very littleatan in their participation,
some moved quickly from the peripheral of the comityutowards full membership
while others drifted in and out of peripheries.nteoteachers revealed clear distinctions
of their writer identities; most, despite theirioda of not being a writer or hesitancy in
claiming to be a writer, revealed glimpses of writkentities during interviews,
discussions and engagement in various writing tdskstook place in the collaborative.
The teacher’s enacted identities most often middheir definitions of writers and
notions of writing, but for some, their definition®re contradictions of how they saw
themselves as writers. However, this study revetiladregardless of how the teachers
saw themselves as writers, all of them enactedipheilvriter identities.

“By recognizing each other as participants, we gjifeeto our respective social
selves” (Wenger, 1998, p.193). It is worthy toenthtat the writer identities that were
enacted by the teachers and shaped by the praatidemeanings negotiated in the
Collaborative manifested themselves in the indigldas well as the collective.
Collective identities, being recognized by othessaertain person, develop primarily

through social interactions (Danielewicz, 2001).tHe Writing Collaborative, a
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collective identity entailed being recognized blgeat as writers. This collective identity
work was not always apparent; however, throughodialexchange, the teachers
recognized others as writers, contributing to thegeng of their writer identities.
Recognition of others as writers was not limiteghésitive writing qualities, but also
recognition of the struggles writers encountemyas the case with Wes'’s writer’s block.
How teachers saw one another as writers was just@stant to the shaping of identities
as how the individual teacher in the Collaboratieéined and saw themselves as writers.
Finally, it is important to understand that theteariidentities reflected, to some
extent, the teachers’ participation in other piadj particularly practices involving
writing. This was evident when teachers talked altmeir previous or current writing
endeavors outside the collaborative (Wes’s coliegeng course), presented information
they acquired from other sources (Leah’s partiogpain an author’s roundtable), and
shared instructional resources or examples from tib&ching (Don sharing literature and

writing lessons). Wenger (1998) noted:

We all belong to many communities of practice: sq@mast, some current; some
as full members, some in more peripheral ways. &woray be central to our
identities while others are more incidental. Whatdheir nature, all these
various forms of participation contribute in somayo the production of our
identities. (p. 158)

From membership in these other communities of macteachers brought with them
dimensions of identities that interacted with, efiéel, and influenced (Danielewicz, 2001,

p.23) their constructions of writer identities.
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The Writing Collaborative became a space for teactwediscuss their
understandings of writers and writing, and it pd®d a safe environment in which they
could share, explore, discuss, and shape undenstgnaf themselves as writers.

In chapter seven, | use Wenger's three modes ohelg as a way to discuss the
Writing Collaborative as a space for reconsidetaaghers’ identities as writers. The
implications for professional development for tearshof writing and instructional
practice are presented. Finally, | suggest funtbsearch to support the development of

teachers of writing in authentic communities ofqbice.
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CHAPTER VI
MODES OF BELONGING: DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS
Belonging promises identity.
(Horne, 2012, p.164)
Practical and theoretical support coupled with aesde from scholars and
researchers (Atwell, 1998; Augsburger, 1998; Calki993; Frager, 1994; Graves, 1983;

Routman, 1996) in the field have concluded thatrarer to teach writing well, teachers

should experience writing frequently (Murray, 2008 urray emphatically stated,

If you experience the despair, the joy, the failtine success, the work, the fun,
the drudgery, the surprise of writing you will dele@to understand the composing
experiences of your students and therefore help thederstand how they are
learning to write. (p. 74)

My interest in this study began with a sincerecpeal and theoretical dilemma as to
why teachers of writing did not engage in the pcacdf writing themselves. More
importantly, and certainly with broader implicatgriHow could teachers, specifically
secondary English teachers, effectively teach mgitf they did not identify themselves
as writers and engage in the process of writindg® teacher-as-writer debate, discussed
in chapter one, opened up considerations as totéaehers identify themselves as
writers and the implications for the teaching oftimg. My previous experiences and
involvement in professional development for writixg a teacher rarely addressed my

own writing habits and perceptions of myself asrdemvand their implications for how |



228

taught writing. Consequently, | began this resleavith the goal of understanding how
teachers see themselves as writers and what seaaumechanisms would provide
teachers authentic exploration of their identiaeswriters. Given the challenges that
writing proposes for students, it is importantearh how teachers understand writing,
how they identify themselves as writers, and thglications for instructional practices.
Therefore, | explored how secondary English teacpesitioned themselves as writers
through participation in a Writing Collaborativesigned to provide authentic
opportunities for engaging and examining themsehgewriters. The following question

and sub-questions guided my inquiry:

How do secondary English teachers' identities shagehow are they shaped by

the community of the Writing Collaborative?

a. What practices provide coherence to the Writingdbalrative?

b. What meanings do teachers make about writers,ngrand

themselves as writers within the Writing Collaboa?

Using a case study design (Yin, 1994), | examitedatays in which seven
secondary English teachers’ identities shaped ard shaped by the community within
the Writing Collaborative. The transcripts of teacinterviews and Writing
Collaborative sessions and field notes servedeaptiimary data sources for the
gualitative results. Teachers’ writing samplesrfrtheir writer’'s notebooks provided

additional data to support the study’s finding$irée key findings from this study
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emerged that are important for understanding hawhters form identities as writers
within a supportive learning environment such a&s\Whriting Collaborative. First,
findings revealed that teachers engaged primarithe practice of sharing that
contributed significantly to the development of todlaborative, revolving around the
following dimensions: (a) interject humor, (b) m@iand encourage, (¢) support and
affirm, (d) ask questions, (e) explore ideas, (@re knowledge and beliefs, and (f)
narrate personal stories, contributing to the fatiath of the Writing Collaborative.
Second, findings also uncovered categories of mgarteachers made through
discursive practices significant to their learnaigput writers and writing: (a) definitions
of writers (b) purposes of writing (c) writing ideé&d) writing as a process, and (e)
personal aspects of writing. Third, findings frone study revealed that teachers’
enacted, shaped or reshaped multiple writer idestih and through the practices and
meanings made in the community. Taken togethesgethiadings indicate that a
communities of practice framework supports the fation of secondary English
teachers’ identities as writers and demonstratesiise for fashioning their identities as
teachers of writing.

In this final chapter | draw from Wenger’'s (19%®ncept of modes of belonging,
particularly the act of engagement and imagina@snsources of identity to substantiate
the Writing Collaborative as a space for shapiaghers’ identities as writers. While
Wenger’s concept has been applied primarily tatutsbns and organizations outside the
realm of education, | feel his concept is partidylaseful in interpreting the practices

and dialogical intersection of the Collaborativptactices and teachers’ enacted, revised,



230

or consistent identity performances. What can modé&glonging illuminate about the
social practices and learning of the Writing Coflediive that supported the shaping of
writing identities? More importantly, what sigméince might the findings have for
creating and sustaining such learning environmienfse classroom that support
students’ explorations of their identities as wafeTherefore, | also discuss how the
findings from this study have implications for ingttional practices and professional
development for teachers of writing. To concludsgnsider future research on teachers
as writers and teachers of writing.
Identities in Practice

To understand the identities teachers enactedmiitie Writing Collaborative,
Wenger’s (1998) concept of modes of belonging efuldecause it illuminates the ways
in which learning was enhanced and identities i@med. Wenger proposed that
belonging to a community involves a combinatiorenfagementmagination and
alignmentwork to be performed by its membefSngagemenentails building
relationships, engaging in practices, and negagiatneanings that become sources of
identity. Imaginationaffords the individual to take risks, generatense®s, and create
unlikely connections. It allows one to experimant explore possibilities for
reinventing the self (Wenger, 1998), creating oppaties for novel learning
(Goodnough, 2010)Alignmentrequires a community to coordinate their practered
discourse towards common goals and to translatsideross boundaries (Wenger 1998).
Working dialogically, these elements demonstra ithhorder to learn, we must belong,

and that to which we belong can be called a commwifipractice (Hodkinson &
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Hodkinson, 2004). While the three modes of beloggvere represented with varying
degrees in this study, | discovered ttagagementmagination andalignmentdiffered
among the teachers, but worked in combination ppett learning in the community. In
other words, how teachers engaged in the praabicé® community, imagined
themselves as writers and teachers of writing,adigthed themselves with the broader
issues of writing beyond the boundaries of theatxtative, served to shape and reshape
their identities.
Belonging in the Writing Collaborative

A significant finding highlighted by the WritinGollaborative was the teachers’
commitments to the construction of the community e sense of belonging it
provided the participants. Although it was neceg$ar me to initiate the group, the
Writing Collaborative evolved as a community ofgree primarily through teachers’
contributions to the community, the developmentefshare practices, and the
negotiation of meanings they made about writing.

The most significant contribution teachers madghé&oconstruction of the Writing
Collaborative was the development of and activeagegqent in the share practices,
which were produced predominately through discergiractices. Understanding the
share practices explained how the Collaborativesastructed and recruited teachers’
memberships. Though this study’s timeline was amlg semester, these share practices
were negotiated, valued, and consistent acrossvahih the collaborative sessions. As a
result, the share practices served to build calaégiand camaraderie among the teachers

not only on a professional level, but also on @peal level. These instances of personal
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and professional engagement were not just limieti¢ time spent in the collaborative,
however; teachers also interacted informally witle another prior to and after each
session. At times, the interactions and relatwitisin the Writing Collaborative were
complex (Goodnough, 2010), particularly during imédding events when teachers
experienced angst with sharing their writing withers. However, the share practices
afforded teachers ways to talk through their ameseand explore this aspect of their
writing identity within a supportive, nurturing emenment. While the extent to which
teachers’ engaged in the share practices varidldctively their engagement constructed
an environment that encouraged exploration of theter identities.

The share practices also proved instrumentaivesydor teachers to negotiate
and discover meanings about writers, writing amhtbelves as writers. These collective
meanings were the result of opportunities to expl@w meanings within the
collaborative and teachers’ contributions of pkoowledge and experiences. A unique
feature of the Writing Collaborative was the divgrsf the community. Holland et al
(1998) introduced the concept of history-in-persshich they view as “sediment from
past experiences” (p.18), those which people ortge present and use along with
cultural resources to respond to various subjesitipas afforded them. Despite being a
new community, the range of writing knowledge ardeziences the teachers brought
with them, their history-in-person, contributedhe shared knowledge of the
community. Thus, engagement in the share pestiwot only involved the competence
of any one individual, but also the competencetbérs (Wenger, 1998). The meanings

teachers made were generally consistent with cutheories on writing and aligned to



233

the experiences of professional writers and praogts in the field. Additionally, these
meanings provided new insights for the teacherscanfirmed existing beliefs and
experiences they had with writing. Within the tifr@eme of this study, the Writing
Collaborative teachers focused their efforts on@mmon goal, developed relationships
within the group, mutually participated in sharescdurse, and generated positive
associations toward the work of the community (\W\ezng998).
Possibilities to Imagine Writer Identities

Another significant finding was the possibilitig® Writing Collaborative
provided for seeing oneself as a writer. Inextrigdinked to the share practices
foundational to the community were the creatiospdces and opportunities where
teachers could see the world differently, to imagimemselves as writers and explore
who they were and who they were not. Thus, theudssve practices of the Writing
Collaborative provided opportunities for teacheratithor themselves as writers. During
dialogic exchange, teachers are trying to findrtbein voice among the other competing
voices. Bakhtin (1981) referred to this negotiatas “authoring the self,” whereby the
“authoring comes from the I, but the words comenfithe collective experience”
(Holland, 1998, p. 171.) For the teachers in ¢hisly, authoring themselves as writers
was complex and often involved multiple identitiesplying “there was no one way of
saying, doing, and being” (Dix, 2011, p.409) a keaavho writes.

These multiple writer identities, shaped by thecices and meanings of the
community, manifested themselves in different w&yst, most teachers authored writer

selves for whom they originally had no claim. Suaks the case of Don, who denied
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being a writer, yet authored himself as a creatixiing teacher or Larissa, who lacked
confidence in her ability, but took a risk and inmesgl herself as a creative writer.
Second, the multiple writer identities teacherdartgd appeared intertwined and related.
In Brian’s case, for example, his writer identitedgred commonalities such as his
creativity, use of unique vocabulary, and desirddoument that appeared threaded
throughout his identities as a writer. Third, sasechers authored themselves in
contrasting ways, as in the case of Margaret, whager identities appeared to push
against one another, causing her to redefine lséictional practices. Her identity as a
committed private writer contrasted her traditiotecher of writing, nudging against
one another. Danielewicz (2001) reminds us th@efactions at the edges, the borders
of things” are “where identities come into being’ {13). Thus, there was evidence of
“contrasting identity positions creating a produettension or cognitive dissonance”
(Alsup, 2006, p. 36). Margaret’s reshaping of teaicher as writing identity was a
surprise finding that | take up in the next section

For teachers, imagination entailed a combinatiogxploring and enacting who
they were as writers as well as envisioning othetewidentities for themselves. The
Writing Collaborative provided a space for thenexpand on what it meant to be a
writer, whether or not they were always aware eSthenactments and imaginations.
In some cases, understanding themselves as wpigrgled possibilities to author
themselves as teachers of writing and imagine amatagtheir instructional approach to

writing.
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Beyond the Border: Possibilities as a Teacher of king

A surprising finding from this study involved thkeaping of teachers’ identities as
teachers of writing, indicating how identity worlahscended the boundaries of the
collaborative. Although the intent of this stuaygfised on teachers as writers, the
findings illustrated the ways in which several teas’ identities as writers extended
beyond the Writing Collaborative and crossed om#y their classrooms as indicated by
the teacher of writing identities they fashionedtfeemselves. Horne (2007) described
this phenomenon as “border crossings” when onditgehas permeated and crossed
over into other aspects of my identity” (p. 229 al similar vein, Alsup (2006) described
“borderland discourses,” where “there is evideniceontact between disparate personal
and professional subjectivities, which can leathmeventual integration of these
multiple subject positions” (p. 6). For severadkers in the Collaborative these
crossings were subtle alignments and extensiotisea#riter identities they had authored
and made public previously. These crossings wartcplarly noticeable when teachers
shared writing lessons and resources from thessoteoms or reported back to the group
on writing tasks they had implemented from theatmdrative. Crossing borders into
teachers’ classrooms were also evident in postvigi®s when teachers talked about
changes to their instructional practices as a reduheir participation in the
Collaborative.

However, for a few teachers, aligning their teadfexriting identities with the

practices of the Collaborative required reconddiat As a form of identity formation,

reconciliation “entails finding ways to make ourrieais forms of membership co-exist”
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(Wenger, 1998, p.160). Margaret, for example,tfedtneed to align her teaching
practice to the institutional writing demands teatphasized state testing and
accountability (Applebee & Langer, 2001). Howe\stre found ways to reconcile her
traditional teacher of writing identity by alignirnger instructional practices with the
knowledge she gained from the collaborative, tramsing the way she taught writing.
She shared student work samples with me on sevecabkions that originated from
activities completed in the Writing Collaborativéhe most telling outcome of this
study, however, was when Margaret contacted me fwithe new school year asking for
the lessons, resources, and writing tasks fronWthgng Collaborative stating, “I want
to use them in my classroom this year. Those idess so good, and they got my kids
excited about writing!”

While an obvious limitation to this study wasl#gsgth, | suspect given a longer
period of time in the Writing Collaborative teactiesense of themselves as writers
would grow, and they would align their identities\ariters to their identities as teachers
of writing. The Writing Collaborative would not lyrbe a space of possibilities for
writer identities, but also spaces for imagined pasisible identities as teachers of
writing.

Implications for Professional Development

In order to support their learning and profesdigmawth, teachers need to be
provided opportunities for social engagement, tatation with colleagues, and
experiences that support their negotiations oftitle(Palincsar, Magnusson, Marano,

Ford, & Brown (1998). To date, very few professibdevelopment models specific to
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English teachers and writing in collaborative eamiments exist, the work of the
National Writing Project notwithstanding. The pieri with traditional professional
development offerings for English teachers, andiabty for all teachers, is that it has
historically ignored their perceived needs, theterts in which they teach, and the
legitimate knowledge they acquire through expesmaf teaching in their own
classrooms (Lieberman & Wood, 2003). As discussetier in this dissertation,
professional development for teachers has largedy mandated, short-term,
unsustainable, and disconnected to the realitiéiseoflassroom.

Secondary English teachers, many of whom do resttify themselves as writers,
and particularly those who do not engage in writinga frequent basis, are rarely
provided professional development opportunities fineus on them as learners.
Teachers need opportunity to think of themselvdseaisg something different; they need
to be able to imagine possibilities for themselN¢lsey want to imagine possibilities for
their students. On a theoretical basis, professezelopment for writing teachers
should be designed with the understanding thahiegiis a social process. As such,
teachers should be provided opportunities to engagathentic learning with their peers
in collaborative environments. On a practical balsargue that professional
development for writing teachers should be volunteontinuous, and teacher directed
and held in authentic settings. The findings fitbim study suggest strongly that English
teachers need a space “to write about, talk alamatotherwise think about”
(Hochstetler, 2001, p. 259) writing and their idees as writers and teachers of writing.

The following recommendations follow from this syud
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e Professional development should focus on teaclseleaaners (Wenger,
1998) and provide opportunities for them to expkhemselves as writers
through authentic, collaborative writing experieneead multiple
opportunities to talk about themselves as writeid @ocesses they use when
they write (Lieberman & Wood, 2003). These oppaittes should be
continuous, covering an extended period of time.

e Although the teachers in this study defined wriiara variety of ways, efforts
should be directed at expanding teachers’ undetstgs of what constitutes a
writer, recognizing the varieties of writing anditers beyond traditional
school sponsored writing.

e Many schools now establish learning communities/ésrous professional
development purposes. These Communities of PeafioP) should be
comprised of diverse members (Wenger, 1998). Toexein constructing a
CoP focused on writing, it should consist of teastieom various grade
levels and subjects to allow diverse experienceswkedge and expertise in
the community.

e Professional development should assist teachersploring and
understanding their identities as writers and teecbf writing and the
implications for their pedagogical practices intmg (Mckinney & Giorgis,
2009). Providing opportunities for teachers toaggegin reflexive thinking

about their practice works to support teacherstimgiidentities.
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e Professional development for writing teachers sthgubvide opportunities to
work alongside professional writers in a collabim@aenvironment. A more
viable learning experience consists of designi@pR with the “workbench”
community (those who are writers) paired with teeloolhouse” community
(teachers responsible for teaching writing) (PalamsMagnusson, Marano,
Ford & Brown, 1998). Legitimate peripheral pagation (Lave & Wenger,
1991) of this kind would afford teachers opportigsitto learn in authentic,
social settings.

e Professional Development on writing should incogpeithe use of book study
on seminal works from practitioners and profesdionéers as a foundational
resource “to foster an inquiring, exploratory aggmio toward teaching”
(Brannon & Pradl, 1984).

Implications for Instructional Practice

Recent instructional approaches in literacy, paldidy writing, promote
dialogical interactions such as writer’s workshspbaneficial to students’ learning
(Atwell, 1998; Calkins, 1986; Graves, 1983), bigaa&ch shows that a vast majority of
writing instruction still maintains a focus on prod (Applebee & Langer, 2009) and not
writing as a recursive process. Much of this carattributed to “competing priorities
such as test preparation” (Applebee & Langer, 2@p121) that prohibits the amount of
time teachers give to authentic writing instructidéven within this small study, testing
and accountability loomed in the mind of one teactieving much of her instructional

practice. In light of this information, it is imgive that schools and teachers provide
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“rich and engaging programs” (p. 26) for studentsxplore themselves as writers.
Teachers should challenge the status quo of waditivnally happens in classrooms by
moving closer toward a sociocultural theory of leag. In many cases, that will require
conceptual changes to teachers’ views about wramdythe writing instruction in their
classrooms (McCarthey, 1990).

This study explored the ways in which teachersigpéted in a Writing
Collaborative, developed practices for engagingp@community, made meanings about
writers and writing, and constructed writer idagest Understanding how identities are
formed within a Communities of Practice framewalcrucial for the work teachers do
in their classrooms. Each school year teachersuener new groups of students who
bring with them various experiences, knowledge idedtities. As a result, it is necessary
for teachers and students to cooperatively “busldlassroom community of practices
that support shared notions of what you do in agliglm Language Arts classroom,
providing a space for students to enact writertities. If in one semester the findings
from this study of a Writing Collaborative suppattihe possibilities of writer identities
for teachers, what might that mean for studentscéasbrooms? How can teachers build
such a community where the practices and meanihkgngapen up possibilities for
students to take up writer identities? The findifrgen this study have several
implications for classroom teachers and their wgitinstructional practices.

e Classroom teachers’ writing instruction should urlg opportunities for

students to write about and talk about their ovamtdies as writers.
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Classroom practices that promote an understanditigeself as writer are
likely to teach writing more effectively (Brooke941).

e Classroom teachers should incorporate social legropportunities in their
classrooms such as Writer's Workshop (Atwell, 1998tkins, 1986; Graves,
1983), emphasizing writing as a recursive process.

e This study has demonstrated that the context anohgvtasks of the Writing
Collaborative supported the shaping of writing ittk&es; therefore, classroom
teachers should provide opportunities for studenexplore authentic
purposes and audiences for writing in many gemmdsoa various topics
(Gallagher, 2011).

e Classroom teachers should examine the practicescokssful communities
of practice such as those described in this stodgtve as possible models or
frameworks for setting up a writing collaborativetheir classrooms. The
share practices described in this study could sesvegproaches for engaging
students in the writing community.

e Classroom teachers should incorporate a writertsbuamk into their writing
instructional practices. A writer’s notebook iplace for students to practice
writing daily (Buckner, 2005; Gallagher, 2006) athsicover themselves as
writers.

Further Research
Although recent studies have focused on teachetitgeising a Communities of

Practice framework (Au, 2002; Cuddapah & Claytddi 2 Deneroff, 2006; Dix, 2012;
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Fazio, 2009; Hodges & Cady, 2012; Wilson, 2006)staj these studies have focused
on preservice, math, or science teachers. Atinhe of this dissertation, the only existing
studies involving English teachers, writing, andntty work through the lens of
communities of practice theory were those condubtedr in conjunction with The
National Writing Project. An obvious recommendatis to research issues related to
secondary English teachers’ identities as writateiwa communities of practice
framework and the implications for classroom instiwn.

e This study did not follow Writing Collaborative te@ers into the classroom.
Moreover, there are few studies that have expltrediual interplay between
teachers’ writer identities and their identitiesraging teachers (Cremin &
Baker, 2010) and subsequent implications for wgifsedagogy. Therefore,
suggestions for further research include classrobservations to explore the
identities teachers perform in their classroomstaedelationship between
these identities and the identities they perforra setting, such as, a writing
collaborative.

» |dentities need time to take shape (Wenger, 1988}lais study was limited
to one semester. Long-term engagement in the arléle would provide
opportunities to deepen practices and meaningsrefdre, this study should
be replicated with the intention of extending itsd-frame.

e This study was limited to secondary English tea&h@io examine how other

subject area teachers identify themselves as widted the implications for
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subject area writing instruction, future researobutd include participants of
various content areas and grade levels.
Final Thoughts
This dissertation began by examining the deba¢e whether teachers should be
writers, one that has persisted for over four desadRealizing the debate was not as
simple as “to write” or “not to write,” researchexsd practitioners explored this issue
further by asking, “Why should teachers write?” niatw Murray (2004), respected

author and teacher of writing, answered the questichis way:

Teachers should write, first of all, because fuis. It is a satisfying human
activity that extends both the brain and the sdiustimulates the intellect,
deepens the experience of living, and is good fher@. 73)

Murray gets at the heart of the debate, implyirag this more than just being a writer in
a professional sense; it is about becoming writemir own lives. Being a writer means
writing pieces that give satisfaction, fulfill agpose, or simply bring joy to one’s life. It
is understanding that being a writer is not onlydentity that belongs to the Ernest
Hemingways, Mark Twains, John Steinbecks or Hakjpess of the world. This requires
educators to reconsider how they define writersexhnd what counts as writing.
Being a writer is more than just the act of writmighaving the ability to write; it is about
one’s confidence level and perception of onese# agiter. In other words, it is not
aboutdoingwriting; it is aboutbeinga writer. If we are to fulfill our duties as ecuaors,

specifically as English educators who teach writimg must not only see ourselves as
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writers, but also we must strive to build writinggsrooms that help students see their

possibilities as writers.
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APPENDIX A

WRITING COLLABORATIVE SESSIONS

Session 1: Our Writer's Notebook

The first session of the Writing Collaborative shas an orientation to the
study. The goal was for teachers to get to knowasrwher as colleagues, writers, and
humans, and to feel comfortable interacting witk another. Although the teachers
were from the same school district and same sdhduwlo cases, it was important to
create a different atmosphere for this interactibdid not want it to have a “workshop”
feel to it. | wanted to set the precedence thaMhiting Collaborative was about their
learning and their experiences as a writer. Tloeeefeach teacher introduced themselves
to the group, providing something personal andgesibnal, and their reasons for
participation in the collaborative. | also spentd acquainting teachers to the book study
and reviewing possible writing tasks to be expldtedughout the sessions. | introduced
teachers to their writer's notebooks by readingarerpt from the book study and had
them write about what they envisioned their wrgarbtebook to be. Teachers also
created a visual of a writer, using symbols andosnilustrations to depict their concept
of a writer, which were shared voluntarily with tb@mmunity. To conclude the first
writing session, teachers shared a piece of writiiey brought, addressing the following
guestions: (a) Which genre of writing is it? (bhyid you choose it? and (c) In what

ways does it speak to you?
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Session 2: Memoir: Writing Ourselves

The second session focused on autobiographicahgrspecifically memoirs.
After the sharing of good news, the session begtnthe reading of Cynthia Rylant’s
poem, "When | was Young in the Mountains." A bdefcussion of the setting,
characters and themes followed. To elicit ideasvidting, teachers responded to a
quickwrite in which they recalled earliest memoffiesn their childhood. After making a
list of memories, teachers chose one memory tewabbut for five minutes. Later,
teachers used this quickwrite to create their oa@nm using Rylant’'s as a model. For
the book study segment, teachers skimmed the rg=aduain, highlighted one or two
lines that stood out to them, and shared the hieg those and why. To align with
Fletcher's notion of "fierce wanderings", teact@ested a burning questions section in
their writer's notebook. | read a portion of texarh the bookl'he Burning Questions of
Bingo Brownby Betsy Byars to illustrate the ways in which vlldhave burning
guestions and curiosities and how we can explasetithrough our writer’'s notebooks.
In their writer's notebook, teachers made a ligiwwhing questions they had on any topic
or idea; these accumulated and served as potemtiadg topics throughout the
collaborative. For this portion of the activityintroduced teachers to the collaborative
concept of inkshedding. Teachers chose one caleeagth which to share their burning
guestions and received feedback either directltheir writing or with sticky notes. After
the ink shedding, | facilitated a discussion in ethieachers reflected on the inkshedding
process. Finally, teachers shared with the grooeimento they brought to the

collaborative. In sharing their memento, teachessv@red the following questions: (a)
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What did you bring? and (b) How does it represent?y The mementos served as a
catalyst for the creation of a "Where I'm From" po# session three.
Session 3: Picture This in Words

This session was a continuation of a focus on mewating, entitled “Writing
Ourselves.” The session began informally with ieas engaging in “good news.”
Teachers then participated in a quickwrite in whindy explored the relationship
between reader and writer identities and then shidwedr thoughts with the group. We
continued our focus on autobiographical writingdxamining a mentor poem, “Where
I’'m From,” which served as a springboard for wigtiour own poem in a similar style.
Teachers spent a few minutes extracting interesfirtges from chapter 3 and chapter 4
of the book study for use in the collaborative dsston. A quickwrite activity entitled
“Picture This in Words,” followed the book studysdussion. Using a writing strategy
called “Writing off Photographs” from Debbie Holldis Deeper Writing: Quick Writes
and Mentor Texts to llluminate New Possibilifidee teachers analyzed and discussed a
photo using guided questions in preparation foitiag off’ their own photographs they
brought to the collaborative. Using the previouglong questions, teachers shared their
photo and stories with a partner. These discusdietped them generate an original
memoir based on the photograph. Teachers spelashin minutes of the session
drafting their memoirs. The session ended withvéere of the next session’s

assignments, readings, and writing tasks.
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Session 4: Writing Our World

This session entitled, “Writing Our World,” focused expository writing and
using the world around us to generate text. Thssiea prompted teachers to use
everyday encounters, events, interactions, anddalenerate a piece of writing in a
variety of genres. Drawing from recent eventdgirtlives, teachers created a unique
headline to reflect the event. These headlineg wWem redistributed among the group.
Using the headline they were given, teachers coatpbasstoryline, using a genre of their
choice that coincided with the headline. Afterctears read their storyline to the group,
the teacher of the original headline revealed teah story. As was typical of the
Writing Collaborative sessions, teachers selecgtgzbrtant quotes or passages from the
book study chapters, wrote about them in theirlbma&s and voluntarily shared with the
group. Inthe “I Heard Them Say” segment, teach®rgewed a list of talk they had
collected the past two weeks and wrote dialoguwmrporating these authentic snatches
of talk they overheard among people. Finally, beas read a piece of informational text
about new ways of writing, annotated the text, angaged in a collaborative discussion.
This was followed by a written reflection in theiriter’'s notebook. The session ended
with a review of the next session’s assignmentg]irgs, and writing tasks.
Session 5: The Power of Our Words

This session continued a focus on expository vgjtgpecifically using lists to
generate text. Participants brought a “to do”th&ty had made recently and used it for
generating text during this session. The purpdsleeowriting activity was to engage

participants in thinking about the ways in whichtimg can be generated from small
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snippets of text. During this session we also @qal the concept “The Power of Our
Words.” Participants were shown two video clipenira PBS documentary titled, “What
| Want My Words to Do to You” that supported anghkexed the concept of the power of
words. | facilitated several warm-up and brainstiog activities to get them thinking
about the concept. Finally, participants useddhésas to compose an essay in which
they explored what they wanted their words to sagthers. Participants had time to
begin drafting thoughts and ideas for the essaywete instructed to complete a rough
draft to share at the next session. The sessicgdenidh a review of the next session’s
assignments, readings, and writing tasks.
Session 6: Scraping Our Hearts: Pathways to Postr

This session began with an inkshedding on “The Paoiv®ur Words” from the
last session. After participants shared portiontheir essays, we discussed the
experience of inkshedding this piece. The secolfbhthe session focused on “Writing
That Scrapes Our Hearts.” We began with a quidkewrhereby participants explored
the question, “What scrapes your heart? Whatngritio you do or need to do;
otherwise, your heart will burst?” Several volerteshared their responses. Using the
guickwrite as a warm-up, | engaged the participantn activity created by Georgia
Heard called “Mapping Our Hearts.” Participantgeviestructed to draw a heart shape
of their choice. They could draw in their writeristebook or on plain white paper, using
markers and colored pencils. Inside their hehetly tmapped” things that were
important to them. After the heart map, | introed@ variety of poets and sample

poems. Participants selected several poems tasus®dels for their own poem. Using



266

the mentor poems, they chose one topic from tresrtrmap and create their own poem,
mimicking the style, tone, and or structure of thedel. These were voluntarily shared
among the group. The session ended with a brseildsion of topics from their heart
map that provided fodder for writing.
Session 7: Writing About Writing

At the beginning of the session participants sthéne heart map poems they
began last session. During the book study, teadiighlighted specific passages that
stood out to them in the chapter reading, docundethiem in their notebooks, and
discussed them with the whole group. For homewbk participants had read and
annotated Anne Lamott’s essay, “Shitty First Draffhese annotations were used to
generate discussion about the writing processatitiqular, the writing of drafts. In the
last segment called “Writing About Writing,” teachevrote reflections about the essay
in their writer's notebooks and then engaged imsausgsion about the nature of writing.
Next, teachers chose one or two quotes about giiitom various authors that most
aligned with their ideas about writing. In an exted write, teachers reflected on the
guote and how it related to them and their writidfier 15 minutes of writing, the group
participated in an inkshed with this piece of wigti A debrief about the inkshed process
followed. To end the segment, teachers created dkagi writing quote that reflected
them as a writer. These quotes serve as headingadb teacher in chapter six, “Shaping

Teachers Identities as Writers.”
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Session 8: Wave to the Caboose: A Writing Collabative Celebration

In this last session of the Writing Collaboratieat¢hers celebrated their writing
with food, fun, and fellowship at my house. Thad®ers brought a final copy of a piece
of writing of their choice to share after the me&he sharing time was very informal,
with teachers reading their piece aloud to the grove gathered in my great room, and
| placed a chair in the center of the room so teexctvould be a focal point as they read
their writing. The rest of us sat on the sofashairs around the perimeter of the room.
We patrticipated in an informal inkshed whereby f@dback was oral at the end of each
sharing. Some teachers elected to bring spousefri@nd to share in the writing

celebration.
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APPENDIX B

TEACHER DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE

Thank you for volunteering and consenting to pgéte in the Teacher as Writer
research study. Your time and participation ar@geiated. The demographic
information collected will be used to identify thacs throughout the pilot study;
therefore, your responses will not remain anonymdtswever, confidentiality is
assured and all raw and reported data will onlyadwailable to the researcher. This is
not a research study conducted by your employerkiRgham County Schools;
therefore, administrators and district leaders witit be privy or have access to any
information or data collected during the study.

Participant’s Name: Currenbvdc

|. Demographics

A) Gender: Male Female

B) Race/Origin: African American Caucasian
Hispanic Mexican
Other(Please specify)

C) Age: 20-25 26-30 31-35 3640
41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60

61 or older
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ll. Education/Training: (Please print starting with your most recent degree first)
A) Colleges/Universities:

School’'s Name/State Degree Earned Year Y ¢amat

B) Licensure and Certification(s)

Licensure Areas State of Licensure Year Aathin

Certifications (list additional areas of certifiagahs)

lll. Teaching Experience:

A) How many years of experience do you have in ation?

B) What grade levels/ subjects have you taught?

C) How many years have you taught at your curreinbvas!?

D) What grade level(s) and/or subject area(s) docgorently teach?
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E) How many years have you taught your currentgtadel

and/or subject?
F) Do you or have you taught writing as part of ytaching

assignment?

IV. Trainings & Professional Development:

Please list any trainings or professional developtragtivities related to writing or
writing instruction for which you were a facilitator a participant. Briefly describe the
content and nature of these trainings/professiatelelopment and your role in them.

Title of PD Description Your Role Year

VI. Other Interests:
A) Have you ever participated in a writing groupdf explain.
B) Please share any other interests you have thawgald like for me to know?
Thank you for your participation and cooperation.
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APPENDIX C

TEACHER PRE-INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Qualitative Case Study Design

Teachers: N=7; Secondary English Teachers

Interview technigue Semi-structured interviews

Time/Location of Interviewafternoons or evenings at participant’s convereenc
Length of Interview:45-60 minutes

Format: Face-to-face; audiotaped

Date: February 2013

IntervieweesSecondary English teachers grades 6-12 in a mwahern central school
district in North Carolina

1. Secure IRB process prior to interviews
2. Secure interview site (school, public library, cenrgince room)
3. Meet with interviewees:

« thank them for their willingness to participate

e explain the nature /goals of my research

e secure consent forms with teachers

e seek permission to videotape interviews and why

Script:

As | have shared with you before, | am a doctonadlent at UNCG in the School of
Education. As part of my doctoral program, | arsearching teachers’ understandings
of writing, how they feel about writing, the typ#svriting endeavors they participate in,
and their identities as writers. Your responses valp provide valuable insights into
the ways in which secondary English teachers ifletiiemselves as a writer and the
implications for issues of writing and writing insttion.

Teacher as Writer:

1. Please tell me a little about yourself.
(This question serves as an ice-breaker and to rtrekparticipant comfortable.)
Researcher: | am really interested in issues ofimgiand particularly teachers’
perspectives on writing as well as themselves @ésmsr So, tell me....

2. When was the last time you wrote something?
Probe:
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e What type of writing did you do?
e What process did you use to complete the pieceitfg?

3. What does it mean to be a writer?
(Probe: List all the characteristics you feel aoglowriter possesses.)

4. How do you feel about writing?

5. Do you consider yourself a writer?
(Probe: Describe yourself as a writer.)

e What are your experiences with writing?

e What types of writing do you do? Personally? Prei@sally?
e Describe the types of writing you enjoy.

e Describe the types of writing you dislike?

e Do others see you as a writer?

e Do you share with others what you have written?

6. Tell me about your writing approach / process?
e What are the challenges you experience with wrting
 What are the successes you experience with writing?

7. Do you believe teachers need to be writers in a@égach writing?
e  Why? Why not?

Closing: Are there any other comments you would like totadslr discussion today?
Thank you for your participation
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APPENDIX D

TEACHER POST INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Qualitative Case Study Design

Teachers: N=7; Secondary English Teachers

Interview technique: Semi-structured interviews

Time/Location of Interview: at participant’s convence

Length of Interview: 45 minutes Format: Facdaoe; audiotaped
Date: June 2013

Interviewees: Secondary English teachers gradesib-a rural, northern Piedmont school
district in North Carolina who have participatediie Teacher as Writer study.

Script:

As part of the follow up to my research on the beas as writers, including the ways in which
they negotiate an identity within a Writing Collabbve, | will ask specific questions related to
your experiences in the Writing Collaborative. Yoesponses will help provide valuable

insights into the ways in which secondary Engledthers identify themselves as a writer and the
implications for issues of writing and writing insttion as well as future professional
development for secondary English teachers

Tell me about your experiences in the Writing Codicative.

2. Describe for me any changes in your sense of ybiuarse writer during the course of the
study.
« In your opinion, what contributed to these chanigegour identity as a writer?

3. Reflect on your participation in this study andrétation to your instructional practices.
e During the course of the study, were you awarengf@anges in your instructional
practices related to writing?
e Could you please describe these changes, if any.

4. Do you believe teachers need to be writers in aiézach writing?
e  Why? Why not?

Closing: Are there any other comments you would like totadulir discussion today?
Thank you for your participation.



APPENDIX E

WRITING COLLABORATIVE OBSERVATION PROTOCOL

Site: Writing Collaborative Session # Date; Length: Observer:
Participant Demographics: Total Participants: 7 Male: 3 Female: 4Today’ session Absent;
Ethnicity of Participants: White: 7 Teaching Assignments 3 middle school ELA teachers; 4 high school Eigteachers

Description of Setting, Actors

Segment Description:

What are participants doing? What are participants saying?

Codes

Observer’'s Notes

v.Z



APPENDIX F

DATA ANALYSIS OF THE SHARE PRACTICES

Share Category

WC Sessions

Practice Types

Data Sample

Interject Humor

1,3,5,6,7,8

Self-deprecating

Allison: So, Don, do you want to share yours?

Don: Yeah, It's just the written word, spread to the Morlt doesn’t matter whether it's the Koran, Bible, the
Magna Carta, the Constitution...whoever writes hasathility to affect everybody.

Margaret: uh, huh.

Don: Now, that's pretty deep right there. (chuckles)

Margaret: That's VERY deep, Don!

Allison: Can we repeat that for the camera? (lol)

In jest; good-
natured ridicule

Brian: | bought one of those plastic cylinder things yan put your compost in and keep rolling in....

Margaret: That's what ours is...ours you flip upside down.

Brian: You can use it to aerate. The screw -in rivetsséame reason, that hold that brown thing to tHiedgr, have
all popped loose. | spun it and everything wehhphhp. (chuckles and laughs from everyone)

Brian: | am going to write the company, and say | boubistlast year and it's already given out.

Margaret: (laughing) Are you trying to tell me your shit wilyy? | couldn’t resist that...the devil made me slagt!
Brian: Yeah, well....

Margaret: We have chickens in our back yard that run lo8seyou can imagine the poop we have. Yeah, lavou
definitely write a letter to the company.

Put others at
ease

Allison: So, how did it feel to have others comment...ldigvyou feel about the others’ comments or quastibat
were...

Margaret: They talked about the fact they understood aegl teally meant they're like what he said theyenéde
maybe clearing the heart instead of the impresgionare getting....Some people say things and deet eealize
what's coming out of their mouths. We've all dohattsometimes. And | have to admit, and | wiltolt Allison
this...this is the hardest thing I've ever tried tm dAnd | didn’t want to expose myself, so | pickamimething that wag
very neutral to write about with words and that wasmother because she is very neutral and albofoan equate to
somebody that's crazy and la la la.

Wes [I'm sitting right next to ya! Ha ha

Margaret: Yeah, so she’s my mother and her words do mathite.

alc



Writing / Styles
or Structures

Allison: Mmmm...that was really good. Read that last &gain.

Larissa: | have nothing but words, words to blanket you

Brian: Cool verse.

Larissa: So | want my words to be a blanket. Not a wahkét, but...

Leah: | like the superman cape to a base, you know.wibhabie....that you carry around and tie around ymak
that plays all the parts. | had one, a blanketais everything....it was a superman cape, it wassa that | put right
here, “you’re it!” You know?

Larissa: So, | would like my words to be everything, tthey're not. And like you | don’t always have thight thing
to say, so | don't say any words, well, sometimesy say inappropriate things (lol). But mosttaf time | don’t say
anything. Cause they don’t come out right.

Brian: I'm tickled with my benchmark results we justg@®f course the gifted class is going to look great cause

)

Praise and they just do. But they did really well.
Encourage Allison: Well, good. That's great news.
Brian: | mean, as an AIG class, they did really welarr® of the nonfiction we'’re doing seems to be payifi. But |
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8 have a little 14-studenf™&yrade group, core 4; you know the whole end ofignething that happens all the time an
stuff. And there are some kids in there who atelgerate. | mean really social promotion evemlpsof the way all
the way up to 8 grade. Uhm. Three word sentences. Stuff like fAiaey are not sentences, but you know what |
Successes or | mean. THEY beat the school average!
Accomplishments Allison: Wow!
Brian: | was absolutely astonished...they beat the scéo@iage and they did as well as the county.
Leah: That's cool! You need to share your secret!
Brian: So, all this hair pulling has gotten us somewher
Allison: Something is paying off. Continue to do whatey@u are doing. Sounds like they are making gains.
Brian: Yeah, | feel really good about those guys. Arebrv| told them about it, they felt good about tkelwes and
maybe that will fertilize the future.
Larissa: That's encouraging!
Don: You know, | never wrote more than one draft,reve
Making Allison: | don't write many drafts.
Support and supporting Don: | just go back and change the words, but | nexerite a draft. . . .
Affirm comments: !_gah: Two drafts and Fhat’s it. I'm the.one who labower every wqrd, tryllng t.o make it perfect thstftime. Even
agreeing with if it's not really something that's not going torsebody I'm scared will see it, | just want to wr{tgestures a perfect
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8 | others affirming paper)

Larissa: | sometimes have two papers at one time. Inailigh draft on the side then work it into my pi¢ieen back

others’ and forth like that.
comments
Ask Questions For details / Larissa: And | went with the paragraph down below that..ritilg opens doors in us we never knew existeds” It
clarification like doing that thing | just did...it's like when kg started | have one thing in mind, but then égysome place else.

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8

And where it goes, it’s like astonishing sometimesan’t really believe | had this inside of meoivknow? Where
did this come from? But..lol...
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Allison: Do you know what might have inspired...? Like yweart map, you had no idea it was going to turrliket
that. What might have made the difference?

Larissa: | think | have inner feelings that I've inhibitéhat | don’t release until my creative juicegtsti@awing and
sometimes | have to go back in these recessesdm(it where they're coming from; sometimes | devént to go
there. So, it comes out creatively.

Margaret: But that gets back to the fact, that it's younaopersonal style. It's not wrong, it's not rigthat you just
did it. That's the main thing.

For
Self-affirmation

Larissa: | skipped to page 59, “Writers are fascinateddtl.t.” And | underlined, “The way we talk says a ton
about who we are.” Which I think...is ... mean,tthgust wild, right? Because you can look at sbody...| mean
you can have an idea of a person and until they tipeir mouth and the words that come out, it jilgther enhances
it or it really disintegrates, right? Yeah...

Wes: Better to say nothing and thought a fool thaogen your mouth....
Larissa: yeah, exactly...and I'm learning this...

To propose an
opposing though

Allison: One thing | highlighted in the very beginningtie second paragraph is, “All good writers writern.”
Meaning that these shitty first drafts...and | mad®mment, | said, well, knowing that and convincpepple of that
will give more people confidence that it's okaypimduce something. But, and as | said that, that&ly opposite of
who | am because | labor over every word. Whéindtly gets on paper, there’s not much revisiomgdo be done
to it. 1 don’t freewrite. | just don’t sit dowmd get it all out then worry about moving it arowsrtti cleaning it all up
and polishing it. It comes out that way. Whiclaimuch more laborious process...at least it's migntabre taxing.

I don’t know...so, it made me feel better, but thgaia it didn’t. I'm terrified of writing a crappfjrst draft.
Margaret: Well, don’t you think it depends on what youuweiting for or that you labor over it or you're jusriting
for the joy of writing? If I'm writing for just thgoy then I'm zoom zoom zoom. If I'm writing soniég to send to
someone or it's got to be professional done as lyaill take...be very meticulous.

Share
Knowledge and
Beliefs

1,2,4,6,7,8

Topic specific

Leah: Abraham Lincoln did that. He always wrote...lrediGrant so many times, but he would take it,enttie
letter and then sleep with it under his pillow. Ahen if he still felt the same way the next deywbuld send it. So, |
always kept that too. | have written letters joisth blah blah then just sleep on it and if | Siel the same way, | wil
mail it.

Brian: That's a good idea.

Leah: And that's ...Abraham Lincoln did that. So, | jestle it from him. You know, he and | were friends

Writing and
Writers

Mindy : | chose one on 106. | just chose the lettelitthe boy was gonna write to his mom who had cottedi
suicide. It says, “With these four words he brdie silence.” It reminded me of the topic on owcdission board to
me, that's good writing and several people poskeiiagood writing is the impact it has on othdBsit, | think also,
good writing is the impact it has on you when yaitenit because that probably just had such arbjggict on him,
those four words, just starting that letter. | ththat was something; that was good writing. Sdingthe needed to
do.

Margaret: It was healing writing

Mindy: Yes.

112



Personal
Experiences

1,3,4,56,7,8

Narrating
personal stories

Mindy : | did the same quote and | could picture somgliéd turning up...you always find that lost treasar
something you've been looking for when you chamgedouch cushions or reach down in the couchtat lip and
you always find that stuff. And it also reminded .mit reminded me sometimes things get lost in caurdhions or
books and it brought back this memory when aftegnandma died we were looking and cleaning ouhberse. My
mom grabbed her bible cause it was a bible hegrdistd given her so my dad wanted to give it bagky aunt.
When we were looking at it something fell out andias the bulletin from the last Sunday she wemhtarch before
she fell and hit her head and she was never ritgrt that. But the month and day on the bulletirs\abso the month
and day in which she died. Obviously not the ybat,| just thought that was hmmmmm.

Margaret: That's freaky

Larissa: Yeah, that's worth writing about.

Mindy : | don't know...that was just strange

Explore Ideas

1,2,34,5,6,7,8

Acknowledge or
Present a new
idea

Mindy: | drew a stick figure and incorporated some ofttfiegs y'all did. One thing | had that we had redkéed
about...1 put like a “no talking” sign over their nmbwbecause...A lot of my students who like to writen't like to
talk or they have trouble talking, so they choaseitite. Some of my quietest students have the best pidaesting.
They don’t mind sharing what they think throughitheriting, but they just don’t verbalize it.

Allison: Hmmm...I've never thought about that.

Brian: Yeah, they have a lot to say, but are reallyrintated by people.

Larissa: uh, huh. Yeah. (nods head)

Mindy : That's their way of communicating.

Acknowledge or
Present an
opposing idea

Brian: The passing of the papers....it's nice to be #dlel learned that these guys have some good cursive
wouldn’t have known that if they read it aloud, bfund that here and wherever even with my owdents and
stuff...I'd rather hear the reading. I'd rather h#®ar author read their work. Why? Because only ttreyw where to
emotionally accent the words they've chosen, hopetee it,. You know? and stuff like that? And llIfaavhole nother
layer of meaning comes in when we get..like youknbyou've ever listened to Robert Frost musigaltcompanied
It's poetry. He used to make recordings of thaffsso did James Joyce. And it’s really intenegtio hear, you
know? It's different on a page. There’s somethinigsing. It's like it's pastel as compared to rawnibcolors for me.
When you guys are actually reading your own stg#tl it even more.

Restate or
Clarify Ideas

Margaret: Yes, and | like that quiet time or whatever yeant to call it, and it's easier cause then my nuad work
and bring out all those feelings. So, | know elyasthat she’s saying.

Brian: | think there has to be a balance. You haveotowg and come back in. Sometimes we have thisngicif
total isolation and so when | saw...that level of@gs isolation that kind of got me. | don’t knowaat total isolation,
but you have to have a place. We talked aboutithaar first meeting...your writing place.

Larissa: Yes

Margaret: That's true.

Name /
Categorize ldeag

Allison: You know, he calls this chapter “Fierce Wondgerf Those things that burn at you. | don’t knibvt's
being nosey, or being anal...there’s a burning qoesyiou have and you need to figure it out.

Margaret: You know what I'm saying. You go to bed at nhagid you can’t put it to rest.

Brian: There’s a name for that. It's called perseverathought. It perseveres even when you wanb foegk to
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sleep.

Margaret: Yeah, | just can't put it to rest. It whirls myind. And | know Allison does this, too. Whéatiad done
this? What if | had done that?

Extend Ideas

Leah: I'm constantly writing and re writing. It's nethat | want to say....

Brian: It's not there yet.

Leah: It's not there yet.

Brian: When | write songs I'm more that way. When I'mitiag a song, it needs to coordinate, the rhytlaads to
coordinate with whatever the melody | got and idead stuff. | will edit a song like crazy to geta land properly.
Leah: But my day affects...cause even here this (regustion of the text) is an angry text. It's diféert than the
piece | finally settled on. Cause it goes on hdeel...l had a bad day with kids...the first draft waally about being
pissed off. | want my words to convince otherbedkind, reflective, cause I've been harping ors¢hiéds about that.
So, depending on ... | can write the same thing Btimes. So, depending on my mood, | can writaubite same
topic over and over and get a different result.

Brian: So you might have several changes.

Leah: Very much so.
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APPENDIX G

DATA ANALYSIS OF TEACHERS’ COLLECTIVE MEANINGS OF W RITERS AND WRITING

Categories
of Descriptions of Meanings Data Samples

Meanings

Writ b . < | think we need to be good observers in order t@s@mmething to write about.
rifers are QLSEIVers, reporters, = It's a way of releasing your inner thoughts andifgs, just like painting for

researchers, artists, and communicators artists

Igfewrlittlgpss Writers are accurate, concise, : IYIc')ku need tg be Cliir’ ,conC|s?1,- o thf p0|(;1t. dret b h |
spontaneous, observant, creative, _|“eht.o|£)ro uce. That's my thing...l produce. worry about what people
imaginative, empathetic, reflective, and will think. . ) ,
visual < We need to be able to empathize in order to famkesloing about what we're

writing about.

To create understanding; document |, 5,5t 5 whole bunch of these “first” things thatérgoing to be a “first” thing ever
thinking to elicit new ideas again
To exolore a personal toic of interest © | think all of us have things we dwell on; | cdietm “brain worms.” Stuff you

Purposes P P P can't get out of your head.

e e So, that kind of sparks interest for me to maylbet $0 write some of those kinds

of Writing To document current or past events of things down...so | can pass them down to my céiidand grandchildren

To recall information, memories e Yeah, but it made you _feel good as you wrote iathMias my blg thing. It brought
back good memories, it brought back good thoughismote this.
For therapeutic purposes; to heal * Itwas healing writing
Generated by current and past events, « And all there was were these great stories andwerare in this writing class,
memories, and personal stories right? You know, and how many of us are rememigesinoorieees and stuff
Writing because you can’t go see it any more?
Ideas Motivated by talk  As our lesson that Allison sent us about talk...thaiout all the things we could

Influenced by reading: vocabulary,
ideas & opinions

write about just because we've talked and what jitrovoking in our memories that
we want to write down.
Being a reader is definitely reflective in whatiite, because that’s where | get my
vocabulary
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Writing process (style, technique,
organization) varies among writers

Number of drafts varies among writers

D

| like the repetition of the word field that youads | think that describes you...or
least what | know of you. Different fields...as a cbaa teacher, and as a parent
Two drafts and that’s it. I'm the one who labov&pevery word, trying to make it
perfect the first time.

As a writer in general, at some point or other figwa block...that wall where you

Writing as Writer’s block is authentic
a Process go.. . . L
Writers emulate others: use models e | think to write well you kind of neeq an exampded inspiration to Qraw from
because why would you want to write if you have se#n good writing?
Sharing writing and providing e Butl gain more C:Jnfidgnce the more | write a},nd whget feedback from ot_her
feedback, although uncomfortable, people who say, “This is a really good piece.” flth@osts me, and | can write
supports writers more.
e You have to be honest with yourself, which isnivays easy
Personal Wntmg is personally engaging; but e Oh, once something is published, it's out of oundwa
Aspects of requires hpnegty . e Yeah, but | just...l just...l just don’t want to expasgself. | guess | don't want td
Writing Writers relinquish control once their be a model.

writing is made public
Writing exposes and represents the s

o|f

Well, is it because you think when we write it regents ourselves and what's
inside of us, too? And also creating this littatt thing, | realized how much of
myself I'm letting....exposing.
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