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ABSTRACT

This study examines person pronoun use in the
discourse of TAs teaching freshman composition.
Specifically, it analyzes participant structures and
construction of social groups/entities and identities in
the classroom talk of four Chinese international TAs (ITAs)
and four US TAs.

Data are drawn from observation notes,

audiotapes, and resulting transcriptions of sixteen class
sessions, as well as interviews with each participant.
The most common participant structure involves the
teacher interacting with the whole class.

Analysis of

social constructions of you reveals preference for
constructing you as the copresent students.

I propose that

we recognize two categories of you. Individuating and
Distributive.

These forms fiinction outside the conscious

awareness of the participants.
Examination of we shows preference for constructing we
as the inclusive group of teacher and students.

Activities

of this group function on a continuum with varying roles
and levels of responsibility for teacher and students.
Analysis reveals that in the composition classroom the

11

semantic value of the verb write is broader than its core
semantic value.
Other inclusive wes include the teacher and students
but are larger entities. The only common exclusive we is
the group of ^experts in the field,' whose membership is in
flux; students are invited to be members as they are
socialized to the academy.

In addition to canonical uses

of pronouns, in moments of deictic shift TAs take other
voices highlighting pedagogical points.
Analysis of social identity through group membership
maps illustrates the overlapping nature of group
memberships. Some TAs disclose little about themselves in
their classroom discourse. This style may be more damaging
for ITAs. Analysis reveals that construction of identity as
instructor of composition does not include the activity of
writing.
Statistical analysis of pronoun frequencies shows more
consistency among participants as a group than differences
between the groups of Chinese ITAs and USTAs.

The

participants use more yous than other pronouns.

The single

difference between the groups is the significantly higher
frequency of second person plural pronouns for the Chinese

12

TAs. This may reflect the cultural distance between the
Chinese TAs and their US xindergraduate students.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

A considerable body of literature has explored the
challenges created by the utilization of International
Teaching Assistants (ITAs) in US undergraduate education.
Such issues as pronunciation, discourse level phenomena,
and style have been explored as factors which affect the
relative success of an ITA.

Increasingly, also, attention

has focused on the role US undergraduate students play in
the ITA situation.
Another growing body of work has explored the function
of deictic pronouns in the construction of social groups
and alignments in discourse.

This work has examined deixis

in media discourse, political discourse, narratives, and
conversation.
This study draws on the understandings, findings, and
insights of both bodies of literature, with the goal of
extending our knowledge of both.

I show how group

construction in classroom discourse is accomplished using
person pronouns.

I illustrate the complexity of social

group construction in discourse.

Despite its complexity.
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there are regularities in the kinds of groups and
participant structures constructed and the frequency of use
of pronouns by teachers of English composition. The USTAs
and ITAs, alike, most often initiate a participant
structure in which they are interacting with the whole
class.

They most frequently construct we as the teacher

and students, you as the copresent students, and as a group
use second person pronouns more frequently than first
person plural pronouns.
I begin with a review of literature related to ITAs
and pronouns.

In Chapter III, I discuss the context of the

study, research questions, the participants, the data, and
methods of analysis.

Chapter IV presents the analysis of

participant structures constructed by the TAs.

Chapters V,

VI, and VII, discuss the social groups or entities
constructed with second person, plural first person, and
third person pronouns, respectively.

In Chapter VIII, I

discuss the use of constructed dialogue and deictic shifts
in the participants' discourse.

The following chapter (IX)

explores the social identities constructed by the TAs
through group memberships revealed in their classroom
discourse.

Chapter X presents statistical comparisons of

frequencies of pronouns for the Chinese versus the US TAs

15

as well as for the combined group.

Finally, I present my

conclusions. Literature specifically related to participant
structures, constructed dialogue, social identity, and
Chinese and US cultures are included with their respective
analyses.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction
This study is grounded in the understanding that the
ITA - student relationship is, in fact, a situation of
intercultural contact; that miscommunication and negative
evaluations are the results of mismatches in expectations.
I examine another aspect of the situation which as yet has
been unexplored: the construction of social groups and
social identity through pronoun use in the classroom
discourse of ITAs.
I begin with a review of literature on ITAs, then
discuss relevant findings in the study of intercultural
communication, and finally describe traditional
understandings of pronouns as well as research which
focuses on the deictic nature of person pronoiins.

International Teaching Assistants
During the last two decades, the number of
international students pursuing graduate degrees at US
colleges and universities has increased dramatically; so
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also, have questions about ITAs working as tutors, lab
assistants, and. instructors at these institutions.
Interestingly, as Bailey (1983) has pointed out, the
development of ITA training programs has generally preceded
systematic research into these questions.

In fact, much of

the ITA literature reports on aspects of program design and
testing (e.g., Landa & Perry, 1984; Byrd & Constantinides,
1988; Young, 1989; Hoekje & Williams, 1992; Madden & Myers,
1994) or methods for predicting the likelihood of an ITA's
success (Yule & Hoffman, 1990, for example).

Some studies,

however, have investigated the issues and concerns
surrounding the utilization of ITAs.
Since much of ITA training developed as a result of
complaints about ITA pronunciation (Smith, Byrd, Nelson,
Barrett, and Constantinides, 1992), it is not surprising
that a number of studies have focused on the role of
pronunciation in ITA communication.
Hinofotos and Bailey (1981), for example, asked a
group of undergraduates and a group of professionals to
evaluate the language proficiency, delivery, and
communication of information of individual ITAs in
videotaped role-play sessions.

In the role-play situation,

each teaching assistant explained a concept or term from
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his field of study to a student.

Hinofotos and Bailey-

found that pronunciation may play a significant role in
overall communicative competence for international teaching
assistants.
Similarly, Gallego (1990) asked individual Englishspeaking undergraduates to watch a videotaped presentation
by three ITAs and to stop the tape whenever they failed to
ixnderstand the teaching assistant.

In examining the

reasons for failed understanding, he found that
pronunciation was the leading cause of unintelligibility.
While these findings support the significance of
pronunciation in ITA comprehensibility, other research has
shown that grammar and pronunciation interact to provide
more or less comprehensibility (Varonis and Gass, 1982).
Exploring another possible factor in the
intelligibility of nonnative speech, Anderson-Hsieh and
Koehler (1988) examined the effect of rate of speaking and
accentedness on the comprehension of native speakers of
English.

Three native speakers of Chinese and one native

speaker of US English read passages at three different
speeds.

The audiotaped readings were played for a group of

native speakers of US English who completed a listening
comprehension test and also rated the speech of the
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speaker. The authors found that scores on the
comprehension test were higher when the listeners were
presented with the native samples and that the fast speech
rate most negatively affected comprehension of the most
accented speech.

That is, speaking rate is another factor

which may affect comprehensibility of ITAs who speak
English with heavy accents.
Other aspects of discourse have also been
investigated. Rounds {1987a), for example, investigated the
pronoun use of five calculus TAs, two native speakers (NSs)
and three nonnative speakers (NNSs) of English.

Two TAs

(one NS and one NNS) were identified by their supervisor as
^^more successful" teachers, while the other two (a NS and a
NNS) were identified as "less successful."

Rounds found

that all avoided the use of third person pronouns and used
first person plural pronouns more often than first person
singular or second person references.

Further, her

findings indicated that the "more successful" teachers were
more similar to each other in their pronoun use than they
were to the other native or nonnative speakers and that
"more successful" TAs used we more often.
Examining other discourse-level phenomena, Tyler,
Jefferies, and Davies (1988) analyzed the spoken English
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discourse of eighteen Chinese and Korean TAs who had been
identified by students as difficult to understand.

The

researchers found that these ITAs did not utilize native
speaker strategies for producing coherence in spoken
discourse.

Among the devices not present were prosodic

cues, subordinate clauses, and words which indicate
relationships between ideas (discourse markers, such as,
however, next, and anyway) .

Tyler, Jefferies, and Davies

conclude that the cumulative effects of the absence of
these cues of coherence result in unmet expectations for
native listeners.

In turn these unmet expectations cause

difficulty in understanding for US students.
Also examining ITA discourse, Tyler and Davies (1990)
analyzed an exchange between an ITA and an undergraduate
native speaker of American English which both participants
had identified as unsuccessful.

The authors conclude that

miscommunication occurred because of differences in
discourse strategies, participant goals, schema,
interpretive frames, and miscues of discourse markers.
Focusing specifically on discourse structuring
devices, Tyler (1992) compared the texts of lectures
presented by a native speaker of Chinese and a native
speaker of US English.

She found patterns of difference
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between the discourse of the nonnative and native speakers
in their uses of discourse markers, establishment of
lexical specificity (mutual interpretation of specific
lexical items), and communicating relationships among
clauses (both lexically and prosodically).

These

differences, too, may contribute to more or less
comprehensiblity of ITA discourse.
Tyler (1994) also studied the lectures of two biology
TAs, a native speaker of US English and a native speaker of
Korean, presenting a single set of slides.

She found a

number of discourse-level differences, including a greater
use by the USTA of complex sentences which included cues of
coherence and prominence to the US English listener and, in
contrast, a greater use of single clauses by the Korean TA.
Tyler concluded that these features contributed to making
the nonnative speaker's discourse more difficult to follow
for native US English-speaking students.
Other research has explored the effect of discourse
domain on the language of ITAs. Douglas and Selinker (1992)
compared the discourse markers in the talk of a USTA and an
ITA in two domains (subject matter they teach and leisure
activities) and two genres (lecture and interview).
researchers found that the ITA and USTA displayed

The
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differences in the interaction of domain and genre: The ITA
distinguished between domain (work talk and leisure talk)
in the interview situation, but not in work talk between
genres (lecture and interview).

The USTA, on the other

hand, distinguished between the lecture and interview
genres when talking about work, but did not distinguish
between work talk and leisure talk in the interview
situation.

Douglas and Selinker suggest that sensitivity

to different genres may be an important skill for
successful ITAs.
In addition to verbal discourse, other aspects of ITA
communication have also been examined.

Gillespie (1988)

analyzed the verbal and nonverbal classroom interaction of
ITAs and USTAs teaching economics.

Among her findings

Gillespie noted that, "while language proficiency may well
be an important variable, it can be compensated for by
other aspects of a teacher's classroom performance" (p.
286).

These findings suggest the significance of factors

beyond discourse-level phenomena contributing to the
variable success of ITAs.
Among the factors which have been examined is "style."
Nisbett and Wilson (1977) asked students to rate the accent
of a lecturer.

The European instructor, whose English was
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accented, was videotaped being interviewed.
himself in two different styles:
cold and distant.
styles.

He presented

warm and friendly and

Students were shown one of the two

Those who saw the warm style rated the accent of

the instructor as attractive, while those who viewed the
cold style evaluated the accent of the instructor as
irritating.
Inglis (1988) examined the relationship between
communicator style and student evaluations for eighteen
ITAs.

She found that attentiveness to students was

positively correlated with high student evaluations, but
other aspects of commiinication style such as being relaxed
or dramatic were not significant factors in the way
students evaluated ITAs.
In a study which explored the sociolinguistic
competence of ITAs, Ranney (1993) found that students
preferred TAs who minimized the power distance between TA
and students by establishing solidarity with their
students.

TAs could accomplish this by utilizing

politeness strategies.
In addition to studies examining aspects of the ITA's
communicative skills and sociolinguistic competence,
attention has increasingly focused on the role played by US
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undergraduate students in the disproportionate number of
complaints directed at ITAs.
Relevant to this strand of research, Orth (1982) asked
618 undergraduate students to rate the speech of ITAs by
completing a questionnaire which also obtained demographic
information and social and educational attitudes of the
students.

He found that attitudes toward the subject of a

course and social attitudes were significantly related to
students' reactions to an ITA's speech.
In a similar vein, Rubin and Smith (1990) presented
subjects an audiotaped lecture which was moderately
accented or highly accented while they viewed a photograph
of a Caucasian or an Asian woman. Rubin and Smith found
that the degree to which subjects believed the speech was
accented affected the ratings of teaching ability.

That

is, the more accented subjects perceived the instructor's
speech to be, the lower they rated the instructor's
teaching ability.
Extending this line of research, Rubin (1992)
presented undergraduate students an audiotaped lecture by a
native speaker of US English while they viewed a slide of
either an Asian or Caucasian.

Those who viewed the slide

of the Asian rated the lecturer's speech as significantly
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more accented than students who viewed the slide of the
Caucasian.

That is, "participants stereotypically

attributed accent differences - differences that did not
exist in truth - to the instructors' speech" (p. 519).
Further, if the instructor was identified as Asian,
students' listening comprehension was negatively affected.
Exploring other aspects of the student's role in ITA
issues. Brown (1992) investigated the effects of varying
perceived characteristics of country of origin, educational
status, and native speakerness on evaluations of language
competence, personal aesthetic characteristics and teaching
competence.

She presented a videotaped lecture by a

foreign-accented speaker to 438 college students.

Brown

varied the information the students were given regarding
the speaker, using the following guises:

country of origin

(Italy, Sudan, or Iran), educational status (professor or
teaching assistant), and native speakerness (bilingual or
studied English in high school and college).

After viewing

the videotape, students completed a semantic differential
evaluating the speaker's teaching ability, language
competence, and personal aesthetic qualities.

She found

that perceived country of origin was a significant factor
in judgments of language competence.

If the students were
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told the speaker was Sudanese,- they evaluated his language
competence more highly than if they believed he was Iranian
or Italian.

Also, if the students believed the speaker was

a professor, they judged his personal aesthetic qualities
more highly.

Significantly, Brown notes, "perceptions of

one speaker's language competence . . . varied depending on
what listeners believed about the speaker" (p. 262).
Briggs and Hofer (1991) examined student evaluations
of ITAs and USTAs at a U.S. university.

They compared

ratings for two consecutive terms of teaching for each TA.
While there was a considerable gap between the ratings for
ITAs and USTAs for the first term, by the end of the second
term, ITAs had narrowed the gap a great deal.

However,

despite the change in evaluations from first to second
term, Briggs and Hofer found that students' ratings of
effectiveness for ITAs reflected more variability than
ratings for USTAs.

They suggest that linguistic competence

cannot be the sole factor in this variability and that
"Some of the variability in how ITAs are perceived may be
related to the tolerance of undergraduates of individuals
of different cultural backgrounds" (p. 444).
Relevant to this finding. Fox (1991) developed a
questionnaire about experiences with and attitudes toward
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ITAs.

She administered the Questionnaire of Undergraduates

about International Teaching Assistants (QUITA) to 540
undergraduates at a large research institution.

Her

findings indicate "varying degrees of undergraduate
prejudice toward ITAs" (p. 206).

Like Briggs & Hofer, Fox

reports considerable variability in student attitudes
towards ITAs.

She emphasizes that undergraduates play a

key role in concerns related to ITAs.
Following Fox, Plakans (1994, 1997) administered the
QUITA to 1,819 students at another large university.

She

found that 60% of the students surveyed reported having had
a problem with an ITA.

In profiling the students with the

most negative attitudes, Plakans found that the majority
were 19-20 years old and had neither lived or traveled
abroad.

She draws similar conclusions concerning the

significance of undergraduate student attitudes in issues
surrounding ITAs.
What emerges from the literature on ITAs as it has
developed over the last two decades is that the "foreign TA
problem" is multifaceted.

Though the earliest studies

assumed that the ITA's pronunciation was the only issue,
investigation into other aspects of the situation has
revealed that level of grammatical competence works with
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pronunciation to produce greater or lesser
comprehensibility; that rate of speech may also contribute
to level of comprehensibility; that the use of discourseorganizing devices such as discourse markers enhances
intelligibility; that beyond a critical level of fluency,
attentiveness to students and friendliness may be more
important than linguistic competence.
Further, successful functioning in the classroom, lab,
or tutorial involves a great many factors which lie not
only in the personal, linguistic or pedagogical performance
of the ITA but, crucially, in the attitudes and beliefs of
his/her US students as well.

Students' evaluations of ITAs

are affected by the perceived country of origin of the ITA,
perceived level of accentedness is affected by physical
appearance of foreignness, and level of perceived
accentedness affects perceived teaching ability.

ITA-Student Interaction as Intercultural Communication
ITA literature has acknowledged that cultural
differences exist between students and ITAs.

Training has

sought to orient ITAs to the American classroom (for
example, Pialorsi, 1984) and to draw their attention to
possible cultural differences between the roles of teachers
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and students.

However, little ITA research has drawn on

the findings of research into intercultural communication.
Gumperz (1977, 1982, 1992), for example, working in
the study of intercultural communication has shown that
individuals from different cultures use different cues in
conversation to signal "what's going on." Erickson and
Schultz (1982) found that counseling sessions between
counselors and students whose ethnic backgrounds differed
were more likely to be asynchronous and less successful.
Similarly, Tannen (1984) showed that conversation between
individuals who shared similar conversational styles was
smooth while communication between individuals with
different styles was more difficult.

Different

conversational styles seemed to be related to ethnicity.
Even more striking, Scollon & Scollon (1981) explain
how stereotypes developed between native Athabascan and
English-speaking (American and Canadian) groups.

Specific

language behaviors of each group confused the other group,
resulting in misunderstandings.

Stereotypes developed in

both groups because of mismatches in the noinas for
presentation of self, distribution of talk, information
structure, and content organization in discourse.

Scollon

& Scollon note that "these ethnic stereotypes are widely
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believed to be true because each encounter ... tends to
replicate the last and produces more deeply entrenched
attitudes" (p. 21).
Thus/ considering these findings, it is not at all
surprising that "the foreign TA problem" exists. ITA
literature, however, has generally failed to consider the
bidirectional nature of the issues that constitute the ITA
situation; that is, that miscommunication is coconstructed.
A notable exception is Tyler's (1995) examination of
miscommunication between an ITA and a student, which
approached the encounter as a situation of unmet
expectations on the part of both participants.

Tyler

identified different interpretations of roles and statuses
and mismatches of contextualization cues and schema as
sources of miscommunication.
I turn now to the second body of literature in which
this study is grounded.

Pronouns, Anaphora, and Deixis
Conventional Understandings of Pronouns
Conventional study of English pronouns has relied on
explaining the role each plays within a dyadic interaction.
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The first person pronoim refers to the speaker, second
person to the hearer, and third person "to persons or
things other than the speaker and hearer" (Lyons, 1969, p.
276). The plural first person pronoun (we) includes the
speaker and one or more other persons.
identified as inclusive or exclusive.

Vie may also be
The members of

inclusive we are the speaker (I) and the hearer(s) (you),
while the members of exclusive we are the speaker (I) and
one or more others, not including the hearer.
The second person pronoun, you, may be singular or
plural.

In the plural form, it, too, may be inclusive or

exclusive, depending upon whether its members are only the
hearers who are present (inclusive) or include the hearers
as well as one or more other persons who are not present
(exclusive) (Lyons, 1969).
In addition to these understandings, Kitagawa and
Lehrer (1990) have drawn attention to impersonal uses of
personal pronouns. J, you, and we can function so that they
do not refer to specific individuals.

In a "structural

knowledge description" these personal pronouns can be
replaced by the impersonal pronoun one.

Further, in an

impersonal context J, you, and we are largely
interchangeable.

Of particular significance is the fact
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that an impersonal pronoiin, while including other possible
referents, cannot exclude the referents who would normally
be deictically assigned if the pronoxin were functioning as
a personal pronoun (p. 742).

For example, in the excerpt,

"when you analyze a text," the pronoun, you, could be
replaced by one (i.e. anyone).

This construction, however,

does not exclude the immediate members of you.
Particularly relevant to the analyses that follow are
the characteristics of pronoxins as part of a larger class
of lexical items, variously known as "shifters," deictics,
or indexical referentials.

Fillmore (1971) defines deixis

as "those formal properties of utterances which are
determined by and, which are interpreted by knowing certain
aspects of the communication act in which the utterances in
question have a role" (p. 219).
While these lexical items are indexical, they are also
referential because in any particular text they refer to
specific entities.

However, without knowing the context

within which the indexical referential is uttered, we
cannot know to whom it refers.

In fact, in a single

episode of discourse the referent of a particular deictic
term may shift.

In conversation this is normally the case,

with the referents for I and you shifting each time the
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speaker changes.

Levinson (1983) notes that deixis is "the

single most obvious way in which the relationship between
language and context is reflected in the structures of
languages themselves" (p. 54).

Deixis versus Anaphora
Despite the significance of their deictic nature,
pronouns have traditionally been conceptualized as
"standing in" for nominals.

This anaphoric function

determines, for example, in the sentence, Erin read the
hookr and then she took the test, that Erin and she corefer

to the same person.

Arguably, the sentence is largely

interpretable outside the context of its utterance; unlike
I read the book, in which the referent for J can only be

identified by knowing the context within which the sentence
is uttered.

Anaphora, then, assumes "that the referent

should already have its place in the universe-ofdiscourse," while deixis does not (Lyons, 1977, p. 673).
A number of scholars (for example, Benveniste, Lyons,
Btihler) have noted the deictic nature of first and second
person pronouns.

As Benveniste ((1966), 1971) has written,

"I can only be identified by the instance of discourse that
contains it and by that alone.

It has no value except in
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the instance in which it is produced" (p. 218). Biihler
(1982) describes I as the sender and you as the receiver in
any particular "signal exchange."
While these functions are clearly deictic, Benveniste
((1966), 1971) distinguishes I and you (tied to the
instance of utterance) from third person pronouns, which he
says, indeed, "serve as abbreviated substitutes" (p.221).
Lyons acknowledges that first and second person
pronouns function differently in discourse than third
person pronouns, however he points out that third person
pronouns also may function deictically.
Lyons (1977) provides an example:

Citing Isard,

"if a child reaches

towards the lion's cage in order to pat what he takes to be
a friendly big cat, the zoo-keeper can say . . . Be
careful, he might bite you, without there having been any
previous reference to the lion" (pp. 671-2).
Cornish (1987) argues that the distinction between
referentially-functioning anaphoric (deictic) pronouns and
syntactically-functioning anaphoric pronouns should be
viewed as existing on a dine of degree to which the
pronoxin's discourse referent is presupposed by the speaker:
"the speaker can choose to treat the pronoun's referent as
either more or less presupposed" (p. 244). Cornish
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suggests we should "view pronoiins ... as indexical
expressions having intrinsic lexical and referential
properties" (p. 249).
Mtihlhausler and Harre (1990) point out the
significance of pronouns as "indicators of the complex
relationships between selves and the societies selves live
in" (p.47). They note that the role of pronouns in social
discourse has historically received little attention.

Much

of the concentration has been, instead, on the anaphoric
nature of pronouns.

In fact, considerable scholarly

attention has focused on sentence-level phenomena (e.g.
Lyons, 1969), determining the rules of pronominalization
(e.g. Bolinger, 1979), binding (e.g. Chomsky, 1981, 1993)
and to assigning anaphoric reference (e.g. Jackendoff,
1968).
However, far more meaningful to the study of social
identity in discourse is the indexical or deictic nature of
pronouns.

As Mtihlhausler and Harre (1990) put it, "the

transcendental ego, the inner self, is not an empirically
presented entity, but a shadow cast on the mind by the
grammatical forms used in the practices of self-reporting,
avowing, etc., deriving from indexical properties of
pronouns and their equivalents" (p. 5).
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In fact, recently many scholars have found it fruitful
to study pronouns in light of the social work which they
accomplish. Hanks (1992) emphasizes this perspective:
As interactants move through space, shift topics,
exchange information, coordinate their respective
orientations, and establish grounds as well as
non-commonalities, the indexical framework of
reference changes. Patterns of deictic usage
reflect these changes, and thereby provide us with
a powerful tool for investigating them. (p. 53)
Making deictic reference is taking up a position and this
positioning is "unavoidable."
I turn now to literature which focuses on the deictic
nature of pronouns.

The Deictic Nature of Pronouns
Among the earliest work which focused on the social
significance of pronouns was Brown and Oilman's (1960)
examination of uses of familiar (T) and formal (V) forms of
you in European languages.

Brown and Gilman first drew

attention to the dimensions of power and solidarity
expressed through the various uses of T and V forms of
address.

They suggested that patterns of use reveal an

individual's social status and ideologies.
Duranti's (1984) study of subject pronouns in Italian
has shown that variation in use communicates different
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social meanings, indicating particular perspectives on the
people who are the siibjects of the conversation.

He

concludes that continuous use of a personal pronoun to
refer to someone evokes empathy for that individual,
whereas use of demonstratives often indicates negative
feelings toward a person.
Other research which has focused on the deictic nature
of pronouns include Urban's (1996) analysis of the use of
we within an Amerindian community.

Urban found that we is

"used to indicate an alliance with those alive presently,
as opposed to those who came before" (p. 56).

For this

group, we/they contrasts reflect a broad cultural structure
involving a polarity between the living and the dead.
Urban writes that
For a group to act self-consciously as a single
entity, it is necessary that there be a shared
sense of the relevant acting collectivity. This
can only be achieved by a circulating ^we' or
something like it - a proper name designating the
collectivity for its members, for instance. The
pronoun or noun allows the group to occupy the
position of propositional agent, (p. 64)
In addition to reflecting power relationships between
individuals, feelings toward an individual, and cultural
views on the relationships between living and dead,
pronouns have also been investigated as a possible
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indication of cultural orientation toward collectivism
versus individualism.

Connor-Linton (1995) analyzed the

pronominal references in the discourse of the participants
of a satellite link-up between citizens in the US and the
Soviet Union.

He found, contrary to stereotypes, that

Americans, characterized as individualistic, tended to
speak as members of a larger group, while Soviet citizens,
traditionally characterized as collectivist, tended to
speak as individuals.
Other work has examined first person deictic pronouns
as persuasive tools.

Zupnik (1994) has explored deixis as

"a pragmatic phenomenon" in the discourse of a panel
discussion on a news program. Because first person plural
pronouns encode group membership and identification,
speakers may index different groups as included in the
scope of the pronoun *we' while excluding others" (p. 340).
She develops an analytic framework to describe the
ambiguous use of deictic pronouns.

Zupnik argues that by

allowing hearers to include themselves within the
perspective of the speaker, pronouns can serve the purpose
of building solidarity with members of the audience.
Similarly, Johnson, Roepcke, and Kataoka (1997)
analyzed person pronoun use in the discourse of a group of

participants on a panel news program.

They found that the

group of panelists used changing referents for first and
third person plural pronoxins to create social groups within
their discourse and to position themselves in various ways
in relation to those groups.

The panelists constructed

their audience excluding certain social groups.
In addition to media discourse, a number of studies
have examined pronoun use in political discourse.

Urban

(1988) analyzed the use of the first person plural pronoun
in two political texts concerning nuclear war.

He shows

that patterns of we work to pull the reader into a specific
point of view.

This rhetorical power. Urban points out,

functions largely outside of consciousness.

He claims that

" ^we' tends to assiime a specific shape, that is, a specific
semantic meaning, within a given text as a whole by virtue
of regularities in . . . coreference relations" (p. 69).
Urban shows that the we constructed in one of the texts is
different from the we constructed in the other, but both
texts function similarly in patterns of use of iire.

By

using we the speaker indexes inclusion of the audience in
the social group to which the we refers, and by gradually
increasing the frequency of we through the course of the

speech, the speaker increases the siabjective involvement of
the audience.
In addition to increasing involvement of a single
audience, other research has shown that a skillful speaker
can use first person plural pronouns to create alliances
with disparate portions of an audience.

By tracing the

shifting referents for c/e, Johnson (1994) has shown that a
speaker at a binational conference near the US-Mexico
border used shifting meanings of we to create alliances
with the various groups represented at the meeting.
In another analysis of political discourse, Maitland
and Wilson (1987) examined pronoun choice in British
political discourse to show that patterns of use reflected
the ideologies of the speakers.

They utilized a scale of

pronominal distancing developed by Rees (1983) in which we
is closest to the speaker and those indicates the greatest
social distance.

Maitland and Wilson develop individual

pronominal profiles for each speaker and show that the
choice and distribution of pronouns reflect differences in
ideologies.
Also interested in the ideologies reflected by pronoun
use, De Fina (1995) examined the discourse of two political
speeches about the Chiapas uprising in Mexico.

She
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illustrates that through careful analysis of person deixis
it is possible to reconstruct each individual's
presentation of himself in relation to the political
conflict. De Fina notes that pronominal choice is less an
indication of speaker style than it is "a coherent
indication of the speaker's presentation of self" (p. 382).
In addition to presentation of self, other research
has illustrated how pronouns function to construct
audiences.

Roepcke and Johnson (1996) analyzed the

construction of audience in a speech by the president of
the US.

They showed that the inherent ambiguity of you as

well as the interplay of referents for we and you
established shifting constructions of audience and served
to marginalize certain social groups.
In addition to studies of pronoun use in media and
political discourse, one study focused on deixis in high
school classroom discourse. Wortham (1994) used detailed
"deictic mapping" to analyze classroom interactions in
which students took part in "participant examples." A
participant example is "an actual or hypothetical event
(often events or issues from history) that includes at
least one person also participating in the classroom
conversation" (p. 1).

Individuals involved in the
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participant example had "two interactionally relevant
identities:

as a student or teacher in the classroom, and

as a character in whatever event is described as the
example" (p. 1).

Wortham found that characterizations of

individuals within the examples could have implications for
those individuals within the classroom interaction:

"in

talking about someone's character in the example, a speaker
may be implying something about the actual participant" (p.
2).

Further, in some examples,
teachers and students can come to act out, in the
ongoing classroom interaction, the events they are
discussing as the content of the example. When
this happens, a configuration of roles attributed
to participants' characters in the example gets
transferred onto the actual participants in the
classroom, (pp. 5-6)
Summary
The literature reviewed in this section illustrates

the growing interest in the study of pronouns in discourse.
Substantial social and ideological work is accomplished
through pronoun use, including the construction of in and
out groups, alignment of speakers with issues and groups,
construction of audience, marginalization of groups, and
the establishment of power and solidarity.

Extending the

insights of this research, we might ask whether different
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ethnic groups use pronouns differently. This question will
be addressed in the analyses that follow.
The following chapter (Chapter III) presents the
context, research questions, and methods.
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CHAPTER III

CONTEXT AND METHODS

Introduction
This chapter describes the context of the study, ray
research questions, and the process of selecting
participants.

I also provide descriptions of the

participants, the English composition courses, and the
essay assignments.

Finally, I describe the data and data

analysis.

Context
The concern over the utilization of ITAs in university
classrooms exists in academic literature at the national
level but is also manifested quite locally.

Southwest

University^ is a large university located in the
southwestern US. It is home to more than 120 departments,
attracting a diverse undergraduate and graduate population
from all over the US and the world. The English Department,
among these, offers graduate degrees in Literature,
Creative Writing, English Language and Linguistics (ELL),
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and Rhetoric, Composition and the Teaching of English
(RCTE) as well as undergraduate majors.

It is also charged

with teaching English Composition to all freshmen.
Southwest University requires that all undergraduate
students complete at least two semesters of English
composition in order to graduate.
The majority of the classes of freshman composition
are taught by teaching assistants who are students in the
graduate programs of the English Department.

Some are also

taught by students in the interdisciplinary Ph.D. program
in Second Language Acquisition and Teaching (SLAT). Among
the TAs teaching composition are always a number of ITAs.
These individuals are in the unusual situation of teaching
English composition to native US English-speaking
undergraduate students. This situation is not unique to
Southwest University, but it has not been explored in the
ITA literature.

Research Questions
Interested in examining this particular ITA-student
situation and exploring the use of language to construct

^ This is a pseudonym.
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social groups and identities, I sought to answer the
following research questions:
1.

What patterns of participant structures are

constructed by TAs?
2.

What social groups/entities are constructed

through deictic pronoun use of TAs teaching English
composition?
3.

What patterns of social identity are displayed

through deictic pronoun use of TAs teaching English
composition?
4.

What differences in patterns of deictic pronoun

use are evident in the discourse of Chinese versus US
TAs?

Composition TAs
During the fall semester of 1996, in addition to
several faculty members, 93 TAs were assigned to teach the
freshman composition classes.

These TAs were graduate

students in Literature, Creative Writing, RCTE, ELL, and
SLAT.

All TAs were selected by their respective programs

to receive financial support in the form of teaching
assistantships.

While the Composition Program mentors and

supervises TAs, and if necessary intervenes in the
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classroom, it has no voice in the selection of TAs to teach
its courses.

Each graduate program has established its own

requirements for selection to teach in the Composition
Program.

In the case of the SLAT program, for example, an

international student who is a candidate for a teaching
assistantship must send a tape of him/herself speaking
which is reviewed by SLAT faculty to determine the
appropriateness of an assignment teaching English
composition.

Composition Program TA Training - Preceptorship
All beginning TAs teaching in Southwest University's
Composition Program, regardless of the graduate program in
which they are enrolled, their status as international or
US students, or their previous teaching experience, are
required to participate in a week of intensive training
prior to the beginning of the fall semester.

In addition,

new TAs attend a year-long series of weekly meetings
designed to provide training, mentoring, and support for
first-year composition instructors.

Preceptorship, as it

is known within the English Department, is "the program
charged with initiating graduate students into teaching"
(personal communication, T. Miller).

New TAs are provided
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materials and syllabi, and are encouraged to conform to
relatively consistent due-dates, assignments, and
procedures.

The director of Composition Program points

out, however, that Preceptorship is dynamic, evolving with
the needs of each group of new TAs and with curricular
changes that occur at the program level.

Thus the

experience of Preceptorship changes, to some extent, each
year.

Also, significantly, the longer a TA has taught

within the program, the more he/she finds his/her own style
of teaching within the parameters of the Composition
Program.
After completing the year of Preceptorship, TAs are
supervised by teaching advisors who observe one class
session each semester and review one set of graded essays
to ensure that TAs are evaluating students within the
grading guidelines of the Program.

Further training and

mentoring is sought at the discretion of the individual TA
and is not required by the Composition Program.

Selecting Participants
Of the 93 TAs employed by the Composition Program in
the fall semester 1996, eleven were ITAs.

Their home

countries were Portugal, Brazil, the Czech Republic,
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Russia, Canada, and the People's Republic of China.

Of

these, the only country represented by more than one TA was
China.

In fact, six of the eleven ITAs were Chinese. Since

I was interested in exploring the possible influence of
culture of origin on pronoun use, social identity, and
social groups constructed, I chose to focus on the group of
Chinese TAs.

Of the six Chinese TAs, four who were

teaching US freshmen consented to participating in the
study.

The group of Chinese participants consisted of

three males, Encin, Guin, and Yan, and one female, Lili.^
I selected a group of USTAs based on the same gender
balance and matched as closely as possible for the number
of years the TAs had taught in the Composition Program.

My

rationale for selecting USTAs based on number of years in
the Composition Program was based on the significance of
Preceptorship in the socializing of new TAs to the Program.
Since Preceptorship plays a significant role in the
socializing of new TAs, both into the field of teaching and
into their relationships to the Composition Program, I
reasoned that it might also affect the social identities
constructed by TAs within the classroom.

I speculated that

^ I have assigned pseudonyms to protect the anonymity of
participants.

the
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as the socializing experience of Preceptorship changes to
some extent each year, so might the social identities of
TAs be affected, depending on the Preceptorship group to
which she/he belonged.

As closely as possible, I selected

USTAs who went through Preceptorship the same year as a
Chinese participant.
This was possible in all but one case.

Guin, who had

taught in the Composition Program for five years, could not
be matched with a USTA from the same Preceptorship group
because none of the USTAs who began that year were still
teaching with Program.

Therefore, he was matched with a TA

who began teaching the following year. The USTAs were three
males, Alan, Bob, and Carl, and one female, Terri.^

The Participants
ITAs
Guin, 32 years old, had been in the US for six years.
Before coming to the US he taught English language and
literature at the university level for three years in
China.

He assisted in an Eastern Civilization course at

another US university before coming to Southwest University

^ I have assigned pseudonyms to protect the anonymity of
participants.

the
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where he had taught in the Composition Program for four
years. In his sixth year of doctoral studies in RCTE, Guin
had distinguished himself in the Composition Program,
serving as one of the editors of the Student''s Guide to
First-Year Composition (Student^ s Guide)as well as
Assistant to the Director of Composition.
Yan, 38 years old, had come to the US six years before
to study at Southwest University.

Before coming to the US,

he taught English listening, speaking, reading, and writing
in China for seven years.

He obtained a Master's Degree in

English Language and Linguistics from Southwest U. and was
in his fourth year of doctoral studies in SLAT at the time
of the study. He had taught in the Composition Program for
six years.
Encin, 40 years of age, was a first-year TA in the
Composition Program.

However, he had had considerable

teaching experience.

From 1982 to 1992 he taught English

as a foreign language (academic reading, writing, and
conversation) at Beijing Language Institute.

From 1992 to

1994 he taught English composition at another US
university, before coming to Southwest University to pursue
a doctorate in SLAT.
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Lili, 30, the only Chinese female participant, had
been in the US for one year.

She taught English in China

for seven years before coming to the US.

She was in her

second year of teaching in the Composition Program.

She

was also in her second and final year of studies toward her
Master's Degree in ELL, after which she returned to China.

USTAs
Carl, 25 years of age, was in his fourth year of
doctoral studies in Literature and had taught composition
throughout that period.

In addition to teaching

composition, he also taught exam preparation classes (e.g.
Law School Admission; Graduate Record Exam) for a
nationally-advertised company.
Bob, 52, had taught composition for 19 years.

For

fourteen years he taught at the local commiinity college,
and for eight years he also taught composition at the state
prison.

He was in his sixth year of studies toward a

doctorate in RCTE and had taught in the Composition Program
for as many years.
Alan, 33, was in his first year in the doctoral
program in SLAT and as a TA in the Composition Program.
Before coming to Southwest University, he taught English
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for two years in Japan.

He had also had various

experiences tutoring in English.
Terri, the only female USTA, was 41.

She was in her

second year of teaching composition and in studies toward a
doctorate in RCTE.

She had had two years of experience

teaching English as a Second Language before coming to
Southwest University.

The Composition Courses
The first semester of composition (English 101)
focuses on reading, analyzing, and responding to nonfiction
texts, and the second semester (English 102) concentrates
on analyzing and writing about works of fiction. Consistent
across sections and courses is the Program-level
requirement that students write three out-of-class essays
(1200-2000 words) over the period of the semester.
Within these constraints, there is a great deal of
freedom allowed instructors in the planning and
implementation of the two composition courses.

Instructors

select their own texts (after the first year) and write
their own syllabi and assignments. During Fall semester,
Guin, Yan, Encin, Lili, Alan, and Terri taught English 101
and Bob and Carl taught English 102.
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Individual teachers are responsible for assigning and
grading their students' essays. In a real sense, it is the
essay assignments which give shape to the courses.
Preparing students for and assisting them in the process of
writing the essays is the major focus of the classes.

The Essay Assignments - English 101
The sequence of essays is designed to provide students
with different academic writing experiences. TAs have a
great deal of freedom (particularly after their first year
of teaching) in scheduling and in making the assignments
their own.

In general, however the essay assignments

include a personal narrative, a rhetorical analysis, and a
persuasive essay.

The Personal Narrative
The personal narrative typically requires the student
to "narrate an experience, something of significance that
has made an impact on" him/her. Most instructors suggest
that the student "choose an experience that has caused"
him/her "to become interested in a larger issue" (Terries
assignment sheet).

The focus of this essay is on telling
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the story well, using rich details and dialogue, if
appropriate.

The Rhetorical Analysis
The rhetorical analysis often builds upon the personal
narrative, requiring the student to select one (or more)
text related to the controversial issue raised in the
personal narrative and analyze it in terms of the
strategies used by the writer to support his/her position.
Some TAs (Alan and Lili, among the participants) require
students to explore the arguments of the opposing positions
on the issue. Others do not require that the text be
related to the subject of the personal narrative.

For

example, Yan's assignment sheet notes
you are to write an essay which analyzes and
evaluates the techniques of communication used in
a ^text' of your choice. . . Your main purpose in
this essay is to carefully ANALYSE the ways in
which a text communicates a specific message to
its audience and to EVALUATE the effectiveness of
those techniques.
Whether the instructor requires students to discuss several
texts or only one, the focus of this assignment is analysis
of "how the text employs certain rhetorical strategies and
what effect they have on an audience" (Yan'^s assignment
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sheet).

Students typically learn about the three

rhetorical appeals, logos, ethos, and pathos.

The Persuasive Essay/Argument
The persuasive essay often follows the rhetorical
analysis.

Having analyzed how professional writers have

utilized specific strategies and appeals, students are
asked to use those strategies in their own writing to
persuade a particular audience to take a particular action.
As Lili puts it in her assignment sheet, "your purpose of
this essay is to take a particular viewpoint and write a
proposal to a particular audience for a particular course
of action."

Encin provides students more specific options,

but in general, has similar requirements: "students are
supposed to compose an argumentative essay in which they
open up a debate on the issue and argue for a particular
position" (Encin''s assignment sheet).

Terri writes, "In

this essay you will attempt to persuade your readers to
take a specific action, to agree with you as to the causes
of or solutions to a problem, or simply to come around to
your way of thinking about the issue."
The most common ordering of essays places the personal
narrative first, rhetorical analysis second and persuasive
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essay third. Terri, however, organized her syllabus so that
students first wrote the rhetorical analysis, then the
persuasive, and finally the personal narrative.

Essay Assignments - English 102
Like English 101, English 102 is designed to give
students varied experiences with academic writing.
Students are required to write three out-of-class essays,
in which they respond to poetry, short stories, novels,
and/or films.
The essays which Bob assigned were a critical
analysis, a rhetorical analysis, and a documented critical
analysis.

The critical analysis required that students

analyze a short story for its meaning.

The rhetorical

analysis asked students to analyze a story for a particular
effect created by the author and to explain how that effect
was created through the use of specific literary devices
(e.g. point of view, plot, character, setting, tone,
symbolism, imagery).

The final essay was based on their

reading of the novel, A Confederacy of Dunces (Toole,
1968).

The documented critical analysis required students

to conduct research about the book and the author to
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explore how contexts outside the text gave the book
meaning.
Carl's first essay was a critical analysis in which
students were asked to interpret the theme of a short story
of their choice. The second essay, a contextual analysis,
was based on the reading of the novel. In the Lake of the
Woods, by Tim O'Brien (1994).

Like Bob's critical

analysis, this assignment required students to research a
context which affected the meaning of the story.

He

provided a number of possibilities: philosophical/literary,
biographical, literary/stylistic, literary/genre,
historical.

The final essay Carl assigned was a personal

response essay in which students were asked to analyze and
explain their responses to a text, based on their personal
experiences, backgrounds, values, or beliefs.

The Data
In asking the TAs to participate in the study, I asked
if I might observe and audiorecord their classes on the
days when they introduced the second and third out-of-class
essay assignments.

Since my goal was to obtain samples of

(naturally-occurring) teacher talk, I expected that these
particular class sessions would yield a greater than
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average amount of such discourse.

In addition, since the

instructional objective and communicative task for all the
class sessions was the same (to assign and explain the
upcoming essay), I expected that the samples would be as
similar as possible, given the freewheeling nature of
composition classes. In all cases the TA provided some
sort of introduction to the assignment and discussed the
requirements for the essay.

The actual amount of time

devoted to this task varied considerably between classes
(see Appendix A for summaries of classes).
While my preference would have been to tape and
observe the assigning of all three major essays, most
instructors assigned the first essay on the first or second
day of class, and most were not receptive to having an
observer on the first day of class.

Further, I believe

that data from the first day of class might not have been
representative of the discourse which characterized each
class.
To address my research questions, I collected three
types of data.

The primary source was the audiotapes and

the resulting transcriptions of the TAs' talk within the
classroom.

A second source was detailed observation notes

taken during the tapings. In these notes I recorded the
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movements of the TA about the room, his/her eye contact
with students, gestures, and any writing or diagrams he/she
put on the blackboard.

These notes served to contextualize

the interpretation of the transcriptions. In many instances
they provided clarification of the information available
from the tapes.
The third source of data was interviews conducted with
each participant.

The interviews were semi-structured, in

that they consisted of uniform questions asked to each
participant (see Appendix B for Interview Guide).

I

obtained demographic information as well as information
regarding their teaching experiences.

In addition, the

interviews yielded information regarding individuals'
interpretations of their own specific pronoun use, social
groups constructed, and alignments and oppositions
established.

The interviews not only provided confirmation

of my analyses, but also yielded a great deal of
information regarding the participants' beliefs,
understandings, and goals of their pronoun use.

Data Analysis
The primary data were transcribed from the audiotapes.
For the purposes of my analysis, a broad transcription was
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most appropriate.

I have used notation conventions

developed by DuBois, Schuetze-Coburn, Gumming, and Paolino
(1993).

These include notation for the words spoken,

intonation units, truncation of words and intonation units,
terminal pitch, pauses, laughter, and indecipherable
syllables.

In addition to these aspects of the spoken

discourse, I have also included notation for indicating
quoted speech, since it became particularly relevant to the
social constructions produced by the TAs.

For the purposes

of my analysis, the following symbols were used:
truncated word
truncated intonation unit
\

falling terminal pitch movement

/

rising terminal pitch movement

_

level terminal pitch

=

lengthening of the preceding segment

...

long pause (.7 second or longer)
short pause (brief break in the speech rhythm

@

pulse of laughter

<@ @>

laughing quality over a stretch of talk

<Q Q>

quotation quality over a stretch of talk

Boldface is used to identify lexical items of
analytical significance.
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After transcribing the tapes of the class sessions, I
identified the participant structures established
throughout each class using Philips (1972) typology of
classroom participant structures.

I identified all tokens

of person pronouns;• and, using methods developed by Wortham
(1994) and further refined by Johnson, Roepcke, and Kataoka
(1997), I charted the referent or range of possible
referents for each token as well as my rationale for the
decision.

The following sample illustrates my coding

methods:
G1 p56
4

if you want to understand

5

or do a rhetorical analysis_

6

you have to understand

7

what the .. writer's trying to say to you\

8

if you don't —

9

I-I said

10

you don't .. need to argue

11

for or against the idea\

12

but you have to understand

13

what this idea is\

14

when the writer writes_

15

.. k when a writer writes_
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16

...(1.0) there's always an what\

17

.. in our first person essay_

18

call it a theme_

19

right/

20

which is what\

21

in argumentative paper_

22

it calls what\

23

a thesis\

Separate from the transcription the pronoun mapping is
illustrated below:
G1 p56
Pronoun

Referent or Range

Rationale

4

you

students -> one

context

6

you

students -> one

context

7

you

students -> one

context

8

you-

truncated

9

I

Guin

context

10

you

students

context

12

you

students

context

17

our

Guin & students

18

we

experts in the field

students

context
context
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The examples above represent tokens in which contextual
cues provided the rationale for the identity of the
referent or range of referents.

In some cases there were

anaphoric references which provided evidence of the
referential relationship.
While this study utilizes qualitative methods of
discourse analysis, I have also used quantitative methods
in comparing pronoun use of Chinese and US TAs,
specifically, to address the question of possible patterns
related to culture of origin.

I have integrated

information from the interviews with relevant aspects of
the analysis.
The following chapter (Chapter IV) addresses the
participant structures constructed by the TAs in the
classroom.
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CHAPTER IV

PATTERNS OF PARTICIPANT STRUCTURES

Introduction
Relevant to the investigation of the social groups
constructed through TAs' discourse in the classroom is the
concept of participant structures or frameworks. That is,
possible referents of pronouns clearly differ depending on
the context.

In this chapter, I briefly review literature

on participant frameworks and present the analysis of
participant structures constructed in the classroom based
on one type identified by Philips (1972).

Relevant Literature
Traditionally, discourse has been analyzed as
involving two individuals, a speaker and a hearer.

Hymes

(1974) noted, however, "The common dyadic model of speakerhearer specifies sometimes too many, sometimes too few,
sometimes the wrong participants" (p. 54).
Goffman (1979) also countered the traditional
perspective, contending that interaction is far too complex
to be reduced to such a paradigm.

He suggested that the
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relationship of an individual to a particular utterance
could "be called his participation status relative to it,
and that of all the persons in the gathering the
participation framework for that moment of speech" (p. 11).
Rather than assuming that there are recipients and
nonrecipients of an utterance, Goffman suggested that
discourse in which more than two persons were present,
opened "an array of structurally differentiated
possibilities" (p. 11).

He identified several possible

roles among recipients as well as speaker.

Recipients may

not be ratified, and yet may be recipients through the acts
of eavesdropping or overhearing.

On the other hand, in a

group setting, the speaker may address all the recipients
as "official hearers" or may direct his/her utterance to
one hearer, thus distinguishing, often with visual cues,
this individual from others in the group who are
unaddressed.
According to Goffman (1979), the role of speaker or
animator is similarly complex.

It may be further analyzed

to identify the author of the words spoken and the
principal, "someone whose position is established by the

words that are spoken, someone whose beliefs have been
told, someone who has committed himself to what the words
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say" (p. 17).

Goffman. notes that when we use the term

speaker, we assume that all three roles are taken by one

person, but as he puts it "our commonsense notions of
hearer and speaker are crude, the first potentially
concealing a complex differentiation of participation
statuses, and the second complex questions of production
format" (p. 18).
Levinson (1988), agreeing that the speaker-hearer
paradigm is inadequate to account for many commxinicative
encounters, writes "both the producing and the receiving
end of an utterance can be broken down into constituent
categories of some complexity" (p. 222). He notes,
however, that even Goffman's categories do not account for
the complexities of much communicative activity.

Levinson

asserts that participant role is not "unilaterally
assigned, but rather jointly negotiated" (p. 176).
Further, he points out that while the recipient may be
linguistically encoded in second person pronouns, they do
not alone select the intended target of an utterance from
other recipients.

That is, there are subtle cues of a non-

linguistic nature which ensure that a message reaches its
intended recipients, and "the ways in which these
destinations are distinguished from other participants (or
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non-participants) are both subtle and hardly understood""
(p. 179).

While he notes the importance of exploring the

complexities of participant roles, he also questions
"whether the collaborative nature of verbal interaction
does not make inherently problematic the attribution of
participant role" (p. 203).
Elaborating the notion of participant framework, M.
Goodwin (1990) has used the term to describe two aspects of
interaction.

First, she suggests that participant

framework describes the specific positioning of
participants in relation to each other as the result of
particular activities, and second, she uses participation
framework to include ways that individuals who are relevant
to a particular interaction are characterized within that
interaction.
Particularly relevant to the present study is Philips'
(1972) analysis of classroom participant structures.

In

her study on the Warm Springs Indian Reservation, Philips
identified four different frameworks or structures of
participation in classroom discourse.

Teacher-controlled

interaction could involve (1) the teacher interacting with
all students in the class, (2) the teacher interacting with
some of the students, (3) students working
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independently/individually, or (4) students working
independently in small groups.

Participant Structures Constructed
While Philips' typology of participant structures
observed in elementary classrooms is applicable, it does
not wholly characterize the teacher-initiated frameworks of
interaction which were present in the classes I observed.
In the first type of participant structure described by
Philips, the teacher "interacts with all the students" (p.
377).

While she may address individuals, it is in the

presence of the entire class.

Student participation may be

compulsory, i.e. the teacher asks an individual student to
respond, or voluntary - a student raises his/her hand and
is recognized by the teacher.

In its basic form this

participant structure was the most prevalent enacted by the
participants of this study.

Tables 4.1 and 4.2 show the

participant structures established by the instructors in
each of the classes I observed, in the order in which those
structures occurred.

These tables also indicate the

approximate length of each structure in minutes and
percentage of class time.

The total percentage of time for

PI, in which the TA interacted with the whole class is in
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bold type. I will return to further discussion of this
participant structure after discussing the other frameworks
which were constructed.
In the second type of participant structure described
by Philips, interaction occurs between the teacher and some
of the students.

Philips provides as an example the

teacher working with a reading group while the rest of the
class works independently.

In the present study there were

instances in which the TAs interacted with sxibsets of the
class, however, unlike the structure Philips describes,
when composition TAs interact with a small group of
students, other small groups of students are working
independently.

Moreover, rather than having as his/her

purpose to assess the knowledge of each student in a small
group (Philips), the TA generally participates in the
independently functioning small groups as listener and
information resource, checking the progress of the group
and answering individual questions.
In the third participant structure identified by
Philips, students work independently at their desks while
the instructor is available for interaction with individual
students.

This framework was constructed by all TAs,

however it amounted to a very small percentage of the

71

classroom time I observed (see Tables 4.1 & 4.2).

When it

occurred, this structure involved the TA asking students to
read or scan a short text or to complete a brief in-class
writing assignment.
Philips' fourth participant structure, which she
rarely observed, involved groups of students functioning
independently. In the composition classroom, perhaps
because University students, presumably, require less
supervision than elementary school students, this
participation structure is quite common. In every case,
however, this structure also combines aspects of the second
participation structure.

That is, small groups of students

work independently on a specific task assigned by the
instructor, and simultaneously the instructor interacts
informally with each group, one group at a time.

For the

purposes of my analysis I have identified three participant
structures: PI, teacher interacting with the whole class,
P2, small groups, and P3, students working
independently/individually.
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Table 4.1
Participant Structures - Chinese TAs
Yan - 1

Yan - 2

Min

PI
P3

Min

60
15

80%
20%

PI = 80%

Encin - 1

P3
PI
P3

11%
69%
20%

Min

26
19

58%
42%

P3
PI

5
32 86%

PI = 58%
Lili - 1

PI = 86%
Lili - 2

Min

PI
P3
PI
P2

5
6
27
8

Min

11%
13%
59%
17%

PI
P3
PI

Guin - 1

73
2

6 14%
6 14%
32 72%

PI =

Guin - 2

Min

PI
P3

PI = 69%

Encin - 2

Min

PI
P2

8
52
15

Min

97%
3%
PI = 97%

PI
P3
PI
P3
PI
P3

30
3
26
3
8
5

40%
4
35
4
11%
6

Pi = 86%

PI = Teacher interacting with the whole class
P2 = Students working independently in small groups
(teacher interacting with small groups)
P3 = Students working independently/individually

Table 4.2
Participant Structures - US TAs
Bob - 1

Bob - 2

Mln

PI
P3
PI

15
8
52

Min

20%
20%
69%

PI

Carl - 2

Min

Min

30%
10%
34%
10%
16%

PI = 80%

Terri - 1

PI
P3
PI

2
5
3
6
8
5
12
8

21
5
23

43%
10%
47%

Terri - 2

Min

PI
P3
AT
PI
P2
PI
P2
PI

100%

PI = 89%

Carl - 1

PI 15
P3
5
PI 17
P3
5
8
PI
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Min

4%
10%
6
12%
16
10
24
16

PI
P2
PI
PI = 42%

15
30
5

30%
60%
10%
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Table 4.2
Participant Structures - US TAs - Continued
Alan - 1

Alan - 2

Min

PI
P3
PI
P3
PI
P3
PI

11
5
16
5
18
5
13

15%
7%
22%
7%
24%
7%
18%

PI = 79%

PI
P3
PI
P3
AT
PI
P3
PI

14
5
5

24%
9
9

4

7

5
10
12
2

9
17
21
4

PI = 56%

PI = Teacher interacting with the whole class
P2 = Students working independently in small groups
(teacher interacting with small groups)
P3 = Students working independently/individually
AT = Teacher plays audiotape

In the classes I observed, the small group
participation structure was constructed by both Lili and
Terri, as well as by one male Chinese TA, Encin.

Terri,

who established this structure in both classes I observed,
says that she organizes her class time to provide variation
in groupings and makes these decisions based on the topic
being covered and "how it's going."

Most TAs indicate that

they made decisions about how to group students based on
the activity.

Some indicated they like to begin with

students working in small groups and then to move to the
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whole group, while others begin with the whole group and
move to small group structure, "if it's not working"
(Carl).
Bob had never utilized small groups before becoming a
TA in the Composition Program at Southwest University,
where the use of small groups is valued pedagogy.

On the

other hand, although he utilized the small group
participation structure, Encin is not convinced of its
usefulness.

In fact, he indicated that he tries not to use

"this group thing" unless he knows "that it's going to work
better" than interacting with the whole class.

All the

ITAs noted that structuring a class in small groups "does
not exist in China."

Chinese classrooms are very much

teacher-fronted and teacher-centered.
In all classes, except for Terri's two sessions, the
TAs established the first participant structure (teacher
interacting with the whole class) for more than half of the
class time.

While there was a great deal of variation in

the precise amount of time devoted to this participant
structure, it does represent the largest amount of the
discourse I observed and recorded (see Tables 4.1 & 4.2).
Since the focus of this study is the social groups and
social identity of the instructor constructed through
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his/her talk, I focus on this participant structure.
Certainly, the social identity of the instructor is a
complex of factors and the talk which occurs in interaction
with individual students as well as small groups is part of
that construction. It could also be argued that the
instructor's social identity is constructed even during
periods of silence while students are reading or writing
individually.

However, my interest is in the "publicly"

accessible social identity constructed in talk with the
whole class.

Further, the TA's discourse in small groups

and quiet consultation with individuals is not only
inaccessible to the whole class, but, in practical terms,
is largely inaudible on the recordings because the
instructor spoke at very low volume or was located a
distance from the tape recorder. In the case of small
group activity, the instructor's voice was usually
indecipherable among the discussions of several small
groups.

In a very real sense, then, the TA's discourse in

these situations was not publicly accessible.
For these reasons, my other analyses focus on the
discourse which occurs within the participant structure in
which the instructor interacted with the whole class.
Within this participant structure, which broadly conforms
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to Philips' first participant structure, a number of types
of frameworks are constructed, often briefly, which shift
alignments and simultaneously affect and are affected by
the social groups constructed by the TA. These shifts will
be explored as I discuss the social groups and entities
constructed through pronoun use within this larger
classroom participant structure.
The following chapter (Chapter V) describes and
analyzes the social groups constructed with second person
pronouns.
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CHZIPTER V

SOCIAL GROUPS CONSTRUCTED WITH SECOND PERSON PRONOUNS

Introduction
This chapter presents the social entities and groups
constructed with you.

I first describe the ambiguities of

distinguishing impersonal from deictic uses of second
person pronoxins.

In the second section I illustrate the

construction of you as the co-present students, the
preferred construction of you; I propose two categories.
Distributive and Individuating yous, which refer to the copresent students.

I analyze the activities and artifacts

which are attributed to this entity.

Finally, I describe

the construction of you as individual students and
subgroups of the students.

Impersonal versus Deictic You
While Kitagawa and Lehrer (1990) present clearly
distinguishable examples of impersonal uses of pronouns, it
is sometimes more difficult to determine whether a
particular pronoun is being used deictically or
impersonally within the discourse context of the classroom.
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For example, in this exceirpt Yan has been taking attendance
and has determined that one female student is missing.

He

says to the class,
I remember her/
because she's cute\
((student laughter))
-> do you say that/ [yi p2!
It is possible to substitute one for you, in this example,
however, Yan's use of you may have been, indeed, deictic
and referential; that is, he may have been asking the group
of students before him (as native speakers of English) for
specific sociolinguistic information.
The second person pronouns in the following example,
like the one above, are not clearly distinguishable as
impersonal or deictic.

Yan is talking with his students

about communication strategies.
always talk to professors_
-> you should_

as Jack said_
-> you_

well/
use certain language_
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-> show you are intelligeiit_
-> you're smart_

[yi pni

Because the role of the instructor involves socializing
students to the academy, the extent to which these yous can
be interpreted as impersonal is unclear.

For the purposes

of this study, I have found it more useful to represent the
range of possible referents based on the context of any
particular token of you. The categories of yous emerged
from the data.
There are unambiguous occurrences of impersonal uses
of you, such as the following.

Terri is raising a topic

from the last class session which they continue to discuss
during this class period. She has brought brochures about
HIV testing;
I went through them and uhm
.. I think based on some of our conversations XX_
what Carla said_
and some of the other folks_
—> about how you get HIV/
(one)

.. uhm_
and then also_
-> I don't know how many of you watched ER last
(students)
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night_
anybody/

[ti pii

The first token of you in this excerpt is, clearly,
impersonal.

While it does not exclude the immediate

members of you, it is a larger construction of you.

In

contrast the second token clearly addresses the immediately
copresent students.
There are also other tokens which are more
appropriately identified by the possible range of meanings,
as the ambiguous examples above illustrate.

These

ambiguities aside, there are clear constructions of groups
using second person pronouns.

You = All Copresent Students

Not surprisingly, the social entity constructed most
frequently with you was the class.

For example, in this

excerpt Lili discusses the upcoming schedule with her
students.

She has distributed the assignment sheet and

schedule and draws students' attention to important dates:
the first paper .. is due on —
the first draft
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I iaecLn_''
is due on November twenty-second/
and the other draft is due on December sixth\
right/
—> so you still have two weeks on this paper_
to work on the third essay_

[l2 pi9i

Based on the context of this utterance, you clearly refers
to the class.

Syntactically it could be either singular or

plural; that is, it could be spoken to an individual
student or the whole class without alteration.

We know

that it refers to the entire class because of the context
within which it was uttered:

Lili was addressing the

entire class as signaled by her eye contact, movement about
the room, and the volxame of her voice.

In addition to

syntactically ambiguous yous which refer to the copresent
students, I have identified two distinct forms of you.

I

propose that we recognize two new categories of the second
person pronoun:

Distributive and Individuating.

* The pronouns which occur in discourse markers (e.g. I mean, you know)
have not been included in these analyses. For full discussion of
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Distributive You
In explaining referring expressions, Lyons (1977)
writes, "Sometimes we refer to a class of individuals
distributively* in order to ascribe a certain property to
each of its members" (p. 178). Similarly, Corbett (1992)
identifies the distributive as several entities in several
loci. Distributive yous are imambiguously syntactically
plural.

In other words, these utterances could not be

spoken to an individual student without alteration.

In

this excerpt, for example. Bob is acknowledging to students
that he has not finished reading their journals:
uh I know by the way_
-> that I have your journals_
—> so it's tough to write your reader's responses
in your journals\

[b2 pioj

It is shared knowledge that each student has one journal,
so Bob's use of the plural form journals in this utterance
indicates that you is Distributive.

In using the plural,

Bob ^ascribes' to each member of the group ownership of a
journal and difficulty in writing the required reader's
response in that journal.

discourse markers, see Schiffrin, 1987.
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While unambiguously Distributive forms of you
represented a fraction of the total number of yous uttered
by all the participants, that it is possible to distinguish
them is interesting.

More prevalent in the corpus of data

were instances of iinambiguously Individuating you which
were addressed to the whole class.

Individuating You
Individuating yous are addressed to all the copresent
students, but are singular, based on the syntactic context.
For example, in this excerpt, Guin is explaining to the
class how to write a successful persuasive essay:
—> you need to have a good strong argument\

in a way that means_
good presentation of evidence_
and other way it means what\
—> in other way it means you have —
-> your argument .. has to be logical\

is that right/
and remember all the strategies/
we just learned in unit two/
->• you need to be logical_
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—> but in order to enhance your argument_
appeal to the emotions\
to the /i/values\
iih to the values_
to the beliefsX
—> and use yourselfX
position yourself\
—> portray yourself as an authority\

[G2 pzi]

Guin gives these instructions in the singular (as is
evident from "a good strong argument" and "your argxament").
The repetitions of yourself, concluding with "portray
yourself as an authority," reinforce the individuating
nature of these second person pronouns.

He could have been

speaking to an individual student, but, in fact he is
addressing the whole class, in effect, as individuals.
In this excerpt, Encin is also explaining aspects of a
persuasive essay using Individuating yous:
if the argument
or two or three arguments
are really really good\
ok/
in terms of not just strength_

but uh_
uh_
you know_
the convincing power_
then just pick up those pointsX
do not try to cover as many as possibleX
no\
that is not the pointX
—> and also you should always keep in iaind_
uh_
only deal with those points/
—> which are relevant to your own topicX
ok/

[El pill

In this excerpt, when Encin says "you should always keep in
mind," it is unclear whether you is Individuating or
Distributive.

The final token ("your own topic") is

clearly Individuating.

Despite the fact that there are

many topics among the members of the class, Encin refers to
the individual student's topic while he addresses the whole
class.
In effect, the Individuating You permits the
instructor to address each individual.

It not only makes
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the instructions personal to each student, it may also
conimunicate an expected level of accountability for
understanding and following those instructions for each
student which is not expressed if the TA addresses the
whole group, Distributively.

That is. Individuating yous

address individual students; stopping short of naming those
individuals. Individuating yous locate responsibility for
the instructions given with each individual student.
It is clear, however, that in some cases Individuating
forms of you function in free variation with Distributive
forms.

The following excerpt illustrates such a situation.

Encin gives further instructions for the persuasive essay.
He addresses the class in the distributive form:
ok\
so yeah page numbers uh_
is very necessaryX^
ok_
and also
-> proofread your papers before you turn them in\
... and uh_
-> your papers should be four to six pages long/
[El pl7]

^ Occasional instances of nonnative language use are present in the
transcriptions. These have not been corrected or altered.
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These yous would have been comprehensible as Individuating
(i.e. your paper) or Distributive forms, but in this
instance were Distributive ("your papers").
Particularly interesting about the inherent ambiguity
of English you is the fact that it seems to fiinction at a
very unconscious level.

That is, while all the

participants in this study could articulate and discuss the
referents and philosophical grounding for particular tokens
of other pronouns, they were neither aware of nor, even
when it was explained, could they grasp that some of their
uses of you were singular (Individuating) and others were
plural (Distributive). Despite clear examples of
syntactically Individuating yous, when they address their
students, TAs think of you, the students, as a whole.
The lack of consciousness with which English you is
used would suggest that it might be the site of unconscious
social and ideological work.

In fact, we will return to

this possibility in Chapter X.
In addition to using different types of yous to refer
to the students, the TAs construct this group through the
activities they attribute to it.
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Activities of You, Students
In examining the verbs that co-occur with the
constructed group of you (the students), we find that the
TAs describe the students reading, thinking, making
connections, and writing.

Considering that the task of each of these class
sessions was assigning and explaining the new essay, it is
not surprising that the TAs define the obligations of the
students (you). They use the following constructions to
establish the parameters of the assignment:

you want to

(e.g. argue; present both sides; compare and contrast), you
need to (e.g. support your interpretation; get a paper to

me; do research; use that time wisely)^ you should (e.g.
use MLA format; be selective)^ you will (e.g. analyze, not
just recount; act as moderator; compose five separate
annotated bibliographies)r you are to (e.g. write an essay
which analyzes; persuade the reader that your position is
more reasonable than theirs) , you have to (e.g. have a
particular audience; narrow your topic; do three kinds of
research; offer a solution), you're going to (e.g. address
your argument to a particular audience), you will be
required to (e.g. have eight outside sources), you must

(e.g. have a works cited page).
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They also make suggestions and define the choices
students have in fulfilling the obligations outlined: you
can/could (e.g. use these appeals; use others' articles;

use I; use personal experience), you may/might (e.g. give
them back to me; look at the historical background), you
may/might want to (e.g. think about the essays you've read;

focus on the soundness of the author's arguments and
evidence). In addition to characterizing the activities and
obligations of the students in their classroom discourse,
the TAs also locate ownership of a number of artifacts
among you, the students.

Artifacts of You, Students
Unlike other pronouns in the corpus, you (= the
students) is often used in the genetive form (i.e. your) .
In discussing the essay assignments, there is considerable
focus on the students' ^ownership' of the process.

Not

surprisingly, among the most common artifacts of you (the
students) is your essay and paper.

Other references are

also consistent with the focus of these classes on the
upcoming essay assignments.

They locate ownership of the

objects of the writing process with the students.
are asked to consider (your) own values, personal

Students
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experiences^ mind^ brain, memory^ background, l i f e ,
responses, and interpretation, in relation to texts.

In discussing the writing of the essay, references are
made to your topic, issue, main purpose, intention, point,
position, arguments, evidence, research, sources, critique.

Explanation of the specific organization of essays include
references to your introduction, thesis statement,
discussion, and page numbers.

The TAs refer to your

(students') line of reasoning, credibility, claim, and
solutions, and how these will be received by your audience,

and readers.
In addition to these references are those which place
artifacts of classroom activities among students.
Discussion of schedules and due dates includes your
obligation, syllabus, assignment sheet, proposal, folders,
first draft, conference draft, revised draft, midterm,
reader's responses, conference, and journals.

And other

classroom discussions include references to your
(students') textbook, reading, context, writing,
understanding, group, classmates, and colleagues.

The activities and artifacts of you, the students, as
constructed by the TAs, reflect the focus of these classes.
Students are characterized as reading, writing, and
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analyzing.

Of particular note is the range of objects

^owned' by students.

At every stage of classroom activity

and at every step in the writing process, the artifacts of
these activities are located among students.
While the preferred construction of you was the group
of copresent students, in every class I observed, there
were instances in which the TA addressed individual
students.

These yous were distinct from Individuating

forms of you which, while singular, still addressed the
whole class.

you = The Individual Student
Instances in which the referent for you was an
individual student were generally short-lived, giving way
to the construction of you as the class, or often to the
use of inclusive we.
The frequency with which TAs constructed you as an
individual varied greatly between teachers and even between
the individual teacher's two classes.

This suggests, not

only stylistic differences between teachers, but that
addressing individual students is highly context-sensitive,
varying depending on the specific business of a particular
class period or segment of class period, clarity with which
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teachers are able to communicate information, and the level
of understanding of students at any particular moment.
One common use of addressing an individual student
occurred when the instructor attempted to facilitate a
discussion.

Facilitating Discussion
When students did not respond,
individual student.

the TA called on an

For some TAs this pattern occurred

occasionally; for others like Lili it seemed to be a
regular pattern.

In this discussion, Lili was trying to

elicit from students possible research sources for their
next essay.

Individual students have called out "books,"

"magazines," "newspapers."
so_
-> if you want to ..do —
(one - students)

do issue on death penalty_
what do you —
—> what are you going to look up/
(one - students -•)

Tom/
—^ you're going to do death penalty_
(Tom)

right/
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S:

capital punishmentX

L:

or capital punishment_

2.

***

L:

uhuh_
maybe_

—> will you look up in government .. document/
(Tom)

... maybe_
right/

[li pzz]

In this excerpt Lili focuses the construction of you away
from a more general meaning,, one which could be interpreted
as impersonal (one) or as the students, down to one
individual student, Tom.

You also shifts in the opposite

direction, from individual to group, as in the following
example.

Lili calls on a student who has raised her hand:
Brenda/

—>• what's your question/
(Brenda)

S:

we have a midterm/

L;

yeah\
yes/
it's in —
uh in the eighth week\

-> you see that_
(Brenda)
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S:

when''s the midterm/

L:

uh_
October the ninth_

—> do you see that/
(Brenda ->)

S:

oh yeahX

L:

mhmm_
yeah_

-> I'll explain it to you later\
(students)

-> next time we'11 discuss_
(teacher & students)

how to write the midterm exam\

ili 0221

At the beginning of this excerpt, in calling the student by
name, Lili is clearly addressing the individual student
("what's your question").

In answering the question, Lili

refers her to the schedule just distributed and asks if she
sees the midterm listed ("you see that").

Once the student

has located the information, Lili begins to broaden the
construction of you.

While her explanation follows the

question of an individual student, when she suggests that
she will explain the midterm later, she certainly means
that she will explain it to the whole class (not only
Brenda) later.

This you represents the transition back to

addressing the entire group, as indicated by the use of we
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in the following utterance ("next time we'll discuss how to
write the midterm exam").
Carl also often calls on individual students but
typically asks a question which might be addressed to the
whole class and then focuses the construction by calling an
individual student's name.

In this excerpt Carl was

discussing sample essays from the Student's Guide in order
to familiarize students with the requirements for the next
essay. He first asks for students' reactions to the essay:
anyone not like it/
—>

you all liked it/

wow\
k_
3.

*•*

C:

yeah/

2•

-A-•Jr •Jt

C:

k_

—>

provoke any thought from you/

S:
C:

yeah_

—>

k whadyou think about it Janet/

->

you're noddin your head/
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S:
C:

***

ok_
uh._
what about the kind of learning experience_
that she got from reading "Girl"_
by Jamaica KincaidX
how did that play with you\

[cz pi9!

After one student responds to Carl's surprise that they all
liked the essay ("you all liked it/ wow"), Carl follows up
the student's comment with another question directed toward
that individual student, asking if it provoked any thought
in him.

At this point you is the individual student,

signaled by Carl's eye contact with the student.

Then he

turns to another individual student ("whadyou think about
it, Janet").

After her coimaent, Carl makes a transition to

addressing the whole class.

He acknowledges Janet's input

("ok") and asks a question which he directs toward the
whole class ("how did that play with you").
When students were more forthcoming with contributions
to group discussions, the instructor could simply respond
to student-initiated input in order to further the
discussion.

For example, in this excerpt, Alan is
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discussing the assignment sheet for the next essay, a
persuasive essay, which he has just distributed and asked
them to scan. He has asked students what opinions need to
be included in the essay and continues,
-> A:

who else needs to be included in your essay\
.. .

S:

***

A:

ok/

what does it say about audience\

say it louder John/
S:

***

A:

ok\
right\
ok so a clear sense of audienceX
and_
Y'know\

—>

we've —

->

we've talked about audience a little bit\ [a2 p9i

The use of the imperative in asking students to repeat or
elaborate information they have just contributed is a
common aspect of Alan's classroom discourse style in
addressing individual students.

While he addresses the

individual in doing so ("say it louder John"), he also

makes it clear that the rest of the class is to be included
by directing John to make his comment loud enough so that
all those present can hear him.

And as we can see, after

acknowledging the student's input with ok and right, he
shifts to an inclusive we construction, thus returning to
construction of you as the whole class.
In keeping with the preference for constructing you as
the whole class, when students ask questions, TAs address
the individual student briefly and then seek to make the
conversation relevant to the whole class.

When Students Ask Questions
Student questions are often relevant to the whole
class. Carl notes that when a student asks a question about
his/her own work, he tries to "thematize" the individual's
question to relate it to the rest of the class. Other TAs
describe similar strategies.
In this excerpt, Terri asks if students have questions
about the next essay assignment.

She calls on one student

who has raised her hand to ask how long the essay can be.
Terri responds:
the longest it can be/
wow\
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ijia I would say_
well you lcnow_
uh uh —
it sounds like a sort of funny question
initiallyX
but uhia_
I would say_
you know_
five_
six pages is probably .. a good .. paper lengthX
for something like this_
in order to uh be clear\
if it goes longer/
I don't have a problem with thatX
some people uhm_
really .. become interested in this assignment/
and continue to write/
and that's ok\
I don't ever want_
you know_
—>

you to feel like you've been shut off\

I would say that_
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you know_
->

you don't want to go too much over_

I don't know_
ten pages_
fifteen pages_

[t2 pioi

In answering her question Terri constructs an ambiguous you
which certainly includes the individual student but is
intended to address the rest of the class as well ("I don't
ever want you to feel like you've been shut off").

She

makes general comments directed at the whole class ("some
people really become interested in this assignment"),
evidenced by her eye contact with other students.

Then she

returns to the initial question ("I would say that"), and
her eye contact returns to the student who raised the
question.
In addition to these kinds of shifts in and out of
constructions of you as an individual student during
discussions and as the result of student questions, other
events sometimes caused the instructor to address
individual students.
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When Students Are Late
Most of the participants in this study ignored students
who entered the classroom after class had begun.

However

two. Bob and Yan, routinely addressed these students as
they came in.

For Bob this often took the form of a

minimal greeting. Here he has begun discussing the critical
analysis that students will write for their next essay. He
begins by asking questions which are part of the process of
critically analyzing a story, when two students walk into
class:
how was the effect generatedX
createdX
representedX
I don't know\
any any way you like\
but I want you to think right now\
-> morning/
—> morning/

I'd like you to think first_
about the two stories that you read_
Zoline and uh CarverX

[bi p4-5]
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While he chooses to address them ("morning"), it causes
minimal disruption to the construction of you as the whole
class, and, in fact, acknowledges and invites their
membership in the you of those copresent.
During the same class session several minutes later
another student (a member of the university football team)
walked into class and addressed Bob.

Bob has just asked

students to read a section in the Student^ s Guide which
discusses rhetorical analysis for English 101:
I'd like for you to read that anyway_
but keep in mind_
that there will be differences_
.. because we are_
.. looking at works of fiction\
((student walks into class past Bob))
S:

.. how are you\

B:

not bad\

-> how are you\
-> ...I'm an ASU fan by the way so_
.. sorry_
—> until —
-> until the end of the season when you play\
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XXX\

uhhh
... ok everybody got a copy of this thing/ [bi pi4!
The shift back to addressing the class ("uhhh" and lengthy
pause) is more disruptive, due, perhaps, to the length of
this interaction.

Similarly, Yan greets a student who

enters several minutes after class has begun.

At this

point he is brainstorming with the class strategies for
communicating messages:
that's a kind of strategyX
there he is/
—> you ok my friend/
-> try not to be late next timeX
—> ok/

so/
and uh_
well/

[Y1 p301

Interestingly in this excerpt Yan first acknowledges the
student's presence by referring to him in the third person
("there he is"), clearly outside the current construction
of you.

By addressing him individually he also invites his

membership in the construction of you as the whole class.
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However this is disruptive as indicated by the heavily
marked shift back to the subject matter ("so/ and uh_
well/") and to addressing the whole class.
In addition to constructing you as the entire class
and for brief instances as individual students, in at least
one of their classes all the TAs except Carl constructed
you as a subgroup of the class.

That is, they addressed

(within the participant structure of the teacher
interacting with the whole class) a subgroup of the class.

You = A Subgroup of Students in the Class

This construction was much less frequent than you as
an individual.

Construction of you as sxibgroup, when it

occurred, happened no more than once or twice during a
class session.

As was the case for construction of you as

an individual student, these instances were quite brief and
generally gave way to addressing the whole group.
For example, in this excerpt when it became clear that
some students had completed the reading assignment
(homework) and others had not, Encin addressed those who
had:
now
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—> for those who have read the article_
what do —
-> what do you think of the articleX

[ei p2oi

While this construction excludes those who have not
completed the assignment, in fact, all could participate as
if they were included.

That is, there was no way of

knowing for certain, among those who did not speak, which
students had completed the reading and which had not.

The

discussion which followed was so dominated by student talk
that Encin, for the most part, simply provided backchannel
comments and occasionally paraphrased a student's comment.
In another example of you as a subgroup, near the
beginning of class Guin made announcements of general
interest to the class.

In addition, he solicited feedback

from students about the English 101 Forum which is
organized (by the Composition Program and the Composition
Board) to provide more information about writing to firstyear students.

Attendance at the forum was optional,

though encouraged.
what about the Forum\
one-oh-one and one-oh-seven Forum\
...can you tell us what was going on there/ [gi psi
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Similarly, Bob looks for feedback from the few
students who indicate that they have already purchased the
novel assigned for the final unit of the class.
any of you pick this thing up yet/
-> d'you look at it/
—> whadaya think\

[bi dit]

One student responds, but Bob does not pursue
it further than to comment that the novel is an interesting
story.
In constructing you as a subgroup the TA, by some
characteristic (e.g. have already bought the book, attended
the 101 forum, live locally, have done the reading
assignment, believe the essay deserves a particular grade),
distinguishes from the class as a whole and addresses a
portion of the group.

While the siibgroup is defined by the

characteristic named by the TA, its specific membership, in
general, remains ambiguous.

Summary
In this chapter I have presented the social entities
and groups constructed with you.

The predominant social

entity constructed with second person pronouns is the group
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of copresent students as a whole.

Within this construction

the TA may address the group using Individuating or
Distributive forms of you.

Of particular note is the

finding that the TAs have no conscious awareness of these
forms in their classroom talk.

Constructions of you as

individual students or s\abgroups of the whole (which change
the participant structure), are sustained only briefly,
followed by return to construction of you as the whole
group of copresent students.
In the following chapter (Chapter VI), I examine the
social groups constructed with first person plural
pronouns.
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CHAPTER VI

SOCIAL GROUPS CONSTRUCTED WITH FIRST PERSON PLURAL PRONOUNS

Introduction
This chapter describes the social groups which are
constructed with t/e, beginning with Inclusive wes, which
account for the largest niomber of first person plural
constructions.

It examines the most frequent construction

of Inclusive we, the teacher and students, discussing the
activities of this group, and subtleties of this
construction.

I also describe broader constructions of

Inclusive we and finally, the uses of Exclusive wes.

Inclusive We
Since the referent or range of referents for you
determines the members of inclusive wer the social groups
constructed with inclusive we are closely tied to the
construction of you.
While there were great individual differences in the
frequency of use of we, there was considerable consistency
in the way the participants described their uses of first
person plural pronouns.

In contrast to their difficulty in
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discussing uses of second person pronouns, all were able to
articulate nuances in meanings of the different first
person plural pronouns they used and to connect them with
philosophical or pedagogical underpinnings.

Of particular

interest is the fact that, while the data do not bear out
this pattern, the TAs generally believe they use more first
person plural pronouns than second person pronouns.
Not surprisingly, considering that you most frequently
referred to the students in the class, we usually referred
to the teacher and students.

We = Teacher and Students

The most frequently constructed social entity using we
is the Inclusive we, the teacher and copresent students in
the class. In discussing their use of first person plural
pronouns, the TAs make clear that this is also the most
important we constructed in the context of the composition
classroom. About his use of we, Bob says,
I hope that it signifies to them that I believe
we're all in this together just ... in different
discourse communities, but we're all facing the
same need to employ certain conventions and to be
able to manipulate them at certain skill levels in
order to get what we want out of that discourse
community we're operating in. And that's what WE
- everybody faces that.

Ill

He goes on to say that his use of this we
might be an effort to get them to recognize they
are a part of something larger . . . One of the
things you run into is *How do you want this
done?' as if it's my particular perverse design
they have to follow. And I try to emphasize that
we're part of a big picture here and you're not
off somewhere being indoctrinated in some weird,
particular stand-alone enterprise.
Defining who the we of teacher and students is and
what it does occurs in the discourse of the teacher. Yan
states that he thinks in terms of "our class as a whole."
Most of the instructors, in fact, describe the importance
of communicating their alignment with students.

As Guin

put it, "from the beginning of the semester I tell my
students that we want a very close community - people who
can trust each other - so we can read each other's work."
Carl, too, considers himself part of the class. Lili says,
"I just sort of regard them and me as a whole ... I don't
intentionally separate me from them."
In fact in every class near the beginning of the class
period, each instructor establishes this inclusive we anew.
In most cases, it is the first we constructed and often
takes the form of announcing the official beginning of
class.

Encin, for example, begins class,
shall we start/

[ei pii
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Other TAs simply begin class without a formal marker.
Carl, for example, had asked students to read about the
next essay assignment and come to class with questions.

He

starts out with,
did you read that for today/
you brought questions/

[ci pi]

He goes on to call on individual students in an effort to
assess their understanding of the next assignment.

He

responds to a student's input about what a contextual
analysis "does":
ok they give b-background on the reading/
what else do they do\
XXX well your idea's right/
which —
-> which we'll just call_
your interpretation of the storyX

right/

[ci pij

This first we, occurring within the opening few minutes of
the class period, establishes the we whose members include
the students and Carl in the act of establishing common
vocabulary (^Vhich we'll just call your interpretation").

Similarly, in this excerpt, Alan points out
differences between the first and second essay assignments
in the first essay_
-> we were looking at —

at descriptionX
and .. using details to support a pointX
-> .. and what .. we're doing here_
is the same thingX
but the details that you're gonna be usingX
are .. in your analysisX

[ai psi

As Carl established common vocabulary, Alan develops
common goals, criteria by which the students may write
their essays and by which he will grade them; in other
words, "what we're doing here."

Similarly, Lili

establishes common history:
—> I think we have talked a lot_
of the rhetorical appeals_
the writing strategies_
—> and so far we have read some essays_
in the Student Guide_
and uh I think most of the essays we —
uh not in the Student Guide
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in ConversationX
right/
—> and most of the essays we've read_
-> we have read_

are persuasive essay_
right/

[l2 ppis-isi

This inclusive we of teacher and students engages in a
number of activities.

Activities of Vie, Teacher and Students
Four TAs (two ITAs, Lili & Yan and two USTAs, Bob &
Alan) construct this group discussing or talking.

We

(teacher and students) also look at things together, read
stories, essays, and novels together, perform scheduling
tasks, and with the teacher's guidance agree to name
activities, literary elements, or analytical tools.
To lead this we into these activities, all the
participants except Carl used lefs (let us) (e.g. let's
look, let's talk).

In conversation of equal members let's

would signify a suggestion which could be accepted or
rejected by the addressees.

In the classroom, however, it

signals the next activity planned by the instructor.

While
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it takes the form of invitation or suggestion, because of
the unequal power status of the members of we, rejection on
the part of the addressees (students) is inappropriate.
The activites in which this we engages exist, largely,
in the classroom, as do the few artifacts attributed to
this group.

Artifacts of ^e, Teacher and Students
The genitive form of this social entity rarely appears
in the corpus, but among the few artifacts ^belonging' to
this vre, Alan describes our timetable, our final, and our
book.

In reacting to a student's answer to a question

posed to the class, Alan says "our first response."

Yan

asks a student to write the class's ideas on the board:
"Will you be our bookkeeper/" and two TAs (Bob and Terri)
referred to our discussion or our conversations.
discusses our activities.

Bob also

And Encin and Guin refer to our

class.

Occasionally within the inclusive we of teacher and
students, there were momentary constructions of we which
excluded most of the students.
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We = Teacher and One Student

In this example. Bob brings to the attention of the
class a conversation he has had with one student who was
concerned about the pace of the reading assignments.

It is

clear that Bob and the student had discussed possible
solutions to the problem:
... here's what we th —
—> we were thinking about_

[b2 psi

The members of this we are only Bob and the one student.
This type of construction was quite rare, although there
were other constructions of we which clearly involve the
teacher and an unspecified individual student.

In this

excerpt Lili urges students to visit her during her office
hours if they are having difficulty:
you can come to talk to me after class_
or come to my office hour_
—> and we can discuss how to focus your topic\

ILZ

pisi

The members of this we are probably an individual student
and Lili.

The singular form, your topic, limits the we who

will discuss how to focus the topic to one unspecified
student and Lili.

117

In addition to constructing a we which, excludes most
of the class, the TAs also constructed a first person
plural group which excluded one student.

Vie = Teacher and Students Minus One Student

On several occasions Guin asked individual students to
share information with the rest of the class.

In this

excerpt he asks a student to tell the rest of the class
about the Writing Center:
.. Steve_
you want to tell us where it is/
and uh_
what it's all about\

igi p4i

The construction of this group, including the teacher and
students, excludes Steve.

These brief constructions always

utilized the dative case and involved the sharing or
telling of information or the giving of an example.

As the

instructor singles out one student, he simultaneously
constructs i/e as himself and the rest of the copresent
students and briefly shifts the participant structure.
In addition to these constructions, within we whose
members include the students and teacher, are constructions
of we which actually seem to refer to the students.
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We = Students

Similar to Rounds' (1987) findings of semantic
remapping in the discourse of Mathematics TAs, within the
corpus are tokens of Inclusive we involving activities
which are actually performed by the students.

For example

in this excerpt, Guin reassures students that they will be
prepared to write the next essay:
before you do essay number three\
your essay number three_
-> we're going to do a lot of preparation work\

k_
which will help us get to that point\
-> by the point that we have to write
essay number three_
-> we are ready for it\

[GZ p48i

Guin, who uses this construction extensively, describes it
as expressing alignment with his students:

"there's one

thing that I want to always make sure my students
understand - that I don't just come here to give them
assignments.

I want to be a part of the experience ...

Learning is a social-construction process."

Carl expresses

similar sentiments: "I'm always in the we." Despite the
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fact that there are no instances of this use of

in his

discourse, Carl describes the writing of the student essay
as a collaborative process:
We are going to write it, because they don't write
it on their own. I mean, if you set them in a
vacuum and gave them a pad of paper and pencil,
they wouldn't write anything. So really, it's not
just their essay. It's also mine.
This idea is manifested in classroom discourse in the
following excerpt, in which Alan explains the final exam to
students:
in the final exam_
you will have an option_
to write on one of three questions\
uh_
which will be prompting you to produce_
—> one of the three essays that we've writtenX [a2 p2ii
Similarly, Bob says to students,
a week from today_
-> we're gonna have an in-class writing exerciseX
[B1 pl61

About this particular token of we^ Bob comments, "that's
just those of us in the classroom, and obviously, not me
because I won't be doing the writing.

But it's the
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inclusive we - except me."' In fact, while Bob may not
actually take the midterm, he will participate in the
activity, in that he will create the exercise, administer
it, and be present while students take it.

In this sense

he is part of the we that will "have" the in-class writing
exercise.
Only one TA expressed different opinions about this
type of construction of we.

Terri says,

I shy away from saying "f/e are going to write an
essay," because I think if I were a student I'd
say ^^What's this we business? She's not going to
do it. She's going to grade it". . . As writing
teachers we want that sense of collaboration, but
realistically there is a point where, who is wel
Her attitude is, indeed, reflected in her
comparatively infrequent use of Inclusive we.

However,

Terri occasionally used we which she acknowledges referred
to students:
we'11 see how far we get\

if we get through it today_
we'11 present today\

otherwise we can move it into MondayX

[t2 p9i

The [/as in this excerpt display a range of possible
referents.

The first ("we'll see") refers to teacher and

students, since they will all see how much progress is

121

made.

Terri suggests that the following three c/es ("we

get," "if we get through," "we'll present") refer to the
students; the students are preparing for and making
presentations.

The final we ("we can move") may be the

collective group of teacher and students, although, indeed,
it is the teacher who has the power to change the schedule.
In addition to instances in which the referent for we
seems to be the students, there are also tokens which refer
only to the teacher.

We = Teacher

In this example Guin has just introduced part of the
upcoming assignment, an annotated bibliography:
don't worry about —
if you don't understand what it is\
-> we're going to explain that\

[g2 p49i

Clearly, it is Guin who will explain the assignment.
Similarly, in this excerpt, Alan responds to a student's
input about how they should approach the next essay, the
rhetorical analysis:
I think that's a good point\
-> since we are kind of putting .. on the
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restriction_
that you shouldn't be a judge\

[ai

pio-m

Alan acknowledged in reviewing the transcripts that it was
he who was ^^putting on the restriction" in defining how
this essay should be written.
situation, it was Alan.

Certainly, in the immediate

However, particularly as a first-

year TA who was receiving weekly guidance and mentoring
through preceptorship, it is likely that this we also
included a larger group of composition instructors headed
by Alan's teaching advisor.
What emerges in examination of the nuances of
intention and possible interpretations present in the use
of first person plural pronouns in the composition
classroom is that the we whose members are the students and
teacher functions on a continuum of possible referents.
That is, while the students may be the primary agents in a
particular instantiation of we (e.g. writing an essay) the
instructors are, nonetheless, involved in the process.

As

Guin notes, "my role will be . . . providing information."
Similarly, although the instructor has the power to
make decisions about scheduling and reading assignments,
he/she often involves the students (e.g. "we can move that
to Monday").

Certainly, it is the instructor's choice to
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do so, and he/she has the power to make the decisions
without student input.

But most choose to collaborate with

students in making some scheduling decisions.
In contrast to Rounds' (1987a) description of semantic
remapping of referents for we so that we has specific
values (i.e. we = teacher, we = students), I suggest that
in the composition classroom the referents for we occur on
a continuum whose poles are we = the teacher and we = the
students. The precise referents may often be undecidable.

As Figure 6.1 illustrates, the teacher holds more
responsibility for activities such as scheduling and
writing the midterm, while students carry responsibility

for doing homework and taking the midterm.
Figure 6.1
We = Teacher and Students
Teacher

Scheduling
Writing midterm

Students

Reading
Doing homework
Discussing
Having midterm
Taking mi.dterm
Writing essays
Analyzing texts
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The ambiguity of the first person plural pronoun
permits widely varying levels of responsibility and
activity within any particular construction of the group.
This is true not only for tokens which are more clearly
distinguished as referring predominantly to students or, on
the other hand, to the teacher, but also in the wes which
are identified (by myself and by the TAs) as referring to
the teacher and the students collectively.

That is, the

roles defined by the situation of the classroom,
specifically the institutional roles of instructors and
students in the University Composition classroom, determine
varying roles even within such common group (we = teacher
and students) activities as discussing, looking, and
reading.
In fact, such concepts as writing as process (Murray,
1985) and collaboration in writing (Brufee, 1984; Ede,
1995), which are current themes in composition pedagogy,
would suggest that the semantic value of writing (in the
composition classroom, at least,) may be broader than the
act of an individual putting pencil to paper or fingers to
keyboard.

The semantic value of writing as an activity in

which we (teacher and students) engage, includes "providing
information" and preparing and guiding students on the part
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of teachers.

In the composition classroom, I suggest,

writing encompasses more activities than the core semantic
value of the verb, write.
In addition to the

WQ

consisting of teacher and

students, there are also larger social entities constructed
with Inclusive we.

Vie = Teacher and Students and XXX

Characteristic of these constructions, these entities
include we = teacher and students but extend beyond this
immediate group.

In this example. Bob constructs we whose

members include himself and his students but also include
other Southwest University students and teachers of English
102.

He asks students to read a section of the Student^ s

Guide which discusses rhetorical analysis in English 101.
He defines this we by contrasting the focus on works of
fiction in English 102 with the focus on works of
nonfiction in English 101.
I'd like for you to read that anyway_
but keep in mind_
that there will be differencesX
.. it's chapter ten\
that there will be differences
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—> .. because we are .. looking at works of fiction\
[B1 pl41

Bob and his students are looking at works of fiction, as
are all other English 102 classes.

Both Bob and the

students are aware of the difference between English 101
and 102.

So while this we has a very local and immediate

group membership,, its parameters extend beyond Bob's
classroom to include other 102 students and teachers.
As we will see. Southwest University is constructed
both as an Inclusive we (including students)and an
Exclusive we (excluding students).

In the following

excerpts, we includes both instructor and students, as well
as the larger collective entity of the University.

Alan

distributed the schedule for the last unit of the semester.
As he discussed it with the class, one student pointed out
that there were no classes scheduled on the tenth of
December because it was the day before finals began. Alan
goes on through the schedule,
and then I have the - uh_
your final draft being turned in on the tenth\
-> however if we don't have class that day_
then we'11 need to .. move that forwardX [AZ p20]

in
The first we in this excerpt("if we don't have class")
(though having very local meaning and effect), within the
context of the discussion of the University schedule, also
refers to the larger social entity.

That is, the we that

may not have class on the tenth is potentially larger than
the immediate participants.

The second token ("then we'll

need to move that forward") is the local we, Alan and
students.
In this excerpt. Bob has interrupted the discussion to
talk about where he ate lunch, upstairs in the Student
Union Building:
anybody can go there\
but a lot of faculty —
—> I saw uh one of our lovely regents there\ [bi piii
As in Alan's reference to the University schedule, the
regents to whom Bob refers ^belong to' more than the
immediate teacher and students, and, in fact, our refers to
the larger University community.
Two USTAs constructed we as US citizens or Americans.
Terri poses a series of questions to students for small
group discussion in response to a published essay on
euthanasia:
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is this a fundamental value\
-> is this one of our fundamental rightsN
k/
-> are we guaranteed by our constitution/
-> and our individual freedoms/
—> that we have individual self-determination/ [T2 piei
All of these tokens construct we as the group, US citizens,
including the immediate we of teacher and students.
Similarly, Alan introduces a new unit and asks
students to write for several minutes about the subject,
the American family:
a lot of people are talking about_
what's happening to the American family and_
is this a good or bad thingX
-> the changes that we're seeingX

[a2 p27i

These examples construct the teacher and students as
part of a larger entity of US citizens or society, as they
consider, within the here and now local we of teacher and
students, aspects of this larger social group to which they
also belong.
Another construction of we which sxabsumes we = teacher
and students is a group whose members include speakers of
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English. Interestingly this t/e was used by one of the
ITAs.

Guin explains to students that, in writing an

argixraent, they need to understand which points are
arguable.

He provides an example:
you cannot argue with someone_
whether this is a table or not_
because in reality_

-> unless we change our language/
-> change our way of knowing things_
we cou —
we can call this a da\

k:_
but right now_
-> we call it a tableV

IGZ

p3oi

All of these tokens construct we as a group larger than,
but including, the we of teacher and students.
In addition to these social groups, the corpus reveals
many constructions which could be termed impersonal uses of
we (Kitagawa & Lehrer, 1990).

Yan notes that he does not

use one ^^because when you use one, it seems that you
somewhat detach yourself from the audience as well as
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yourself.

If you say we - although it means one - we get

the audience involved."
Interestingly, many of the tokens of we in which one
could take its place, are limited or defined by further
characteristics.

That is, according to the TAs, in many

cases, it is not one = anyone, it is one = readers of a
particular work or one = anyone who needs to write a
rhetorical analysis^ for example.

These types of

specifications place limits on the impersonal construction
of we, creating it as a somewhat smaller entity than we =
one = anyone.

In this excerpt, for example. Bob introduces

the rhetorical analysis:
-> one thing we can do with a story_
is to interpret it for meaningX
another is to say —
say_
what other kinds of effects does the writer
generateX
-> what did we feelX
can we feel as we're reading the storyX tsi ps]
Bob describes the referent of these wes as "anyone who
needs to interpret a story - beginning with the immediate
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participants."

In semantic terms, then, these wes are

examples of the impersonal we discussed by Kitagawa and
Lehrer (1990), however in pragmatic terms, the meanings are
much more local.
Carl acknowledges that some of his constructions of we
could be replaced by one (= any reader).

In this excerpt

he discusses the main character (John) of the novel the
class is reading. In the Lake of the Woods;
those little details_
—> tell us quite a bit about John\
right/
but we wouldn't be able to pick up on those_
-> unless we read what\
.. Paul's Sermon on Love\

[ci piai

Carl objects, however, to broadening the interpretation of
this we: "As soon as it's ^readers,'" in general,
then it's less immediate and less communal to the
class ... when I say it to the class I hope they
think it's the class and me included ... but when
you think about it, ^Ve as readers" is really "we
all as readers." When I was using it, it was
intended to be immediate.
The construction of we as a larger group of readers
occurs during discussions of texts, whether written by
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student writers or professional writers, as Ve as readers'
analyze both how we are affected eind how writers accomplish
certain effects through writing.

The construction of we as

readers takes place in discussion of fiction and nonfiction
works. In this excerpt, as in the one above, the discussion
involves a work of fiction.

Here Bob is analyzing the

voice of the text:
it's clearly uh third person\
—» some sort of omniscience we have added/
and then —
—> then we get down to the bottom XX_
-> when we're told what\
.. Ignacius notice —
notices without his speaking\
that's a pretty clear indication_
-> that we're inside his consciousness\
-> it's made real clear immediately where we are\
isn't it/

(B2 p44i

These was include Bob and his students but also include
other readers.

In this excerpt, Guin is discussing the rhetorical
analysis of several articles related to one controversial
issue.

He explains that students should be concerned with
the process_
the rhetorical situation_
that those writers were in_
and the choices they inake_
—> in order convince us\

rci

p48i

As he discusses the essay further he constructs we as
readers of the student's essay:
but it's also critiqueX
because a critique_
—^ you need to tell us how effective k —
how effectiveX
now_
how effective here means what\

[gi p54]

Not surprisingly, considering that the stated work of
the composition class is reading, writing, analyzing, and
discussing (Cai, Crockett, & Salzer, 1996), this
construction of we occurs frequently in the corpus.
Another broad construction of we is anyone who writes
This excerpt from Terri's class illustrates this
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construction which includes the teacher and students as
well as a larger entity of those who write.

Terri explains

that the personal narrative essay need not be "too
personal."

She qualifies her explanation with,

-> we all .. inject ourselves_

to a certain extentX
in what we writeX
so you can't —
you can't jump out of it completelyX

[T2 p5i

This we, jiixtaposed as it is with you, makes clear that the
members of you (the students) are also part of this larger
entity, we, anyone who writes.
In the same way that TAs construct social entities of
readers, writers, and analyzers of texts whose memberships
extend beyond the bounds of the classroom (but also include
the local construction of teacher and students), Encin
constructs a we which might be defined as most people in
the US.

He presents students with an example of one

possible approach to the argrxmentative essay:
now if you decide to take this approach\
the assumption is that there has already been\
a position on the issueX
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now for exaiaple_
uli_
the topic uh on uh abortion\
ok/
—> we know\
roughly there are two positionsN
[zz pioi

the pro-life and pro-choice\

Encin says about this we, "in a direct sense it refers to
me and the students, but it could also refer to people in
general."
In addition to these constructions of we as larger
groups (concerned with the same kinds of issues as the
teacher and students of composition within their individual
classrooms) are construction of social entities which
include all people or all human beings.

Three TAs (two

ITAs and one USTA) used the greatest number of this type of
we.

An example of this we is the following.

Yan was

reviewing the rhetorical triangle, which he had introduced
early in the semester.

This model, which illustrates the

interrelated nature of writer, reader, and text, is part of
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the common language and pedagogy of English 101 and 102
instructors.

It is illustrated in Figure 6.2.

Figure 6.2
Rhetorical Triangle
Audience/Reader

Text

Writer

Yan draws the triangle on the board and explains that one
point of the triangle represents the writer, another
refers to the audience/
or .. the reader/
right/
here's it/
refers to the text/
—> and= we use what\
languageX
in order to communicate\
ok/

[Y1 p91

As Yan noted in reviewing the transcripts, this we is much
broader than teacher and students.

In fact, it logically

includes anyone who uses language to communicate.
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Bob constructs a similar we in a discussion of the
main character of the novel the class is reading, A
Confederacy of Dunces (Toole, 1968):
somebody claims_
that Ignacius violates all of the conventions of
conversationX
they're called the Gricean MaximsX
and there's a fellow named Grice who said_
we have these laws that we abide by_

in conversation with our fellow creaturesX
or we uh —
we're not able to commxinicate with one anotherX
we agree to speak a certain way_

to uh —
to take turns_
for example_
that's just somethin we do\
but .. we don't think of it as a rule\
but that's the way we behaveX

IBZ

p52!

While these t/es might be limited to those who conimunicate,
it is clear that they refer to all human beings, all people
(aside from rare exceptions), and unlike the constructions

138

of we which were limited in some way (e.g. we = the
university or even we = anyone who writes or reads), these
constructions represent the broadest (most impersonal)
construction of we.

For the purposes of this work, despite

the fact that these tokens are examples of impersonal uses
of personal pronouns, it is important to keep in mind that
the impersonal first person plural pronoun cannot (by
definition) nor, in fact, does it exclude the immediate
local members of we (Kitagawa & Lehrer, 1990).

On the

contrary, based both on my analysis and consultation with
the participants, these impersonal pronouns are intended to
include the students.

In fact, the TAs think of them as

local references, having immediate and primary relevance to
the we of teacher and copresent students and placing the
local we within the context of a larger we.

The f f e I Hope They Become
Bridging the gap between inclusive and exclusive
constructions of we is a we which is variously identified
by the participants as exclusive or inclusive, and
variously named experts in the field, academics, inflictors
of ideology, becoming experts, or the we I hope they
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become. For example, in this excerpt Guin describes the

kinds of research students may conduct for the persuasive
essay: ig2 p34i
this kind of research you can get it_
k_
from the libraryX
-> we call it formal research\

[B2 p62i

Five of the eight participants constructed this we, and,
while all five initially identified it as exclusive (i.e.
not including students), four had further comments which
suggested that they perceive the membership of this we to
be in flux.

Guin labeled the above example as "experts"

but went on to say.
You acknowledge that your students are growing
academic scholars and they are experts. They
might not be now, but they are growing in their
specific fields. They come to the class to learn
academic writing, academic discourse they need to
learn in order to help them grow that skill in
their specific field. So you treat them not as
like students who don't know a thing.
Yan labels a similar construction of we as "academic we"
and notes, "Students probably are not particularly part of
it, but they could become part of it later."
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In addition to naming, this we also defines the way
things are talked about.
following forms:

It appears in the corpus in the

we call, we say, we mean^ when we talk

about X, we mean y, and when we talk about x, we say y.

In this excerpt Bob explains how this we talks about a
text:
so when we're talkin about point of view\
we're talking about_

the voice in which a story's told\

[bi pzai

Bob describes the exclusive sense of this we even more
strongly: "the people with the power with which to inflict
the ideology."

However, in discussing another token of the

same sort, he noted, "It's the we I hope they become.

But

it's really the we that already exists that they're not yet
because they don't know or cannot readily articulate those
things."
The inherent ambiguity of the first person plural
pronoun, allows the membership of this we to include
students as they take on the values, vocabulary,
understandings of this we that already exists.

Speigelberg

(1973) claims that "the use of the Ve' uttered in the copresence of others involves an attempt to influence and
transform one's consociates and transform them into
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associates" (p. 136).
of these TAs:

In fact, this seems to be the goal

the socialization of their students into the

culture of the academy in general and the culture of
composition specifically.

As Terri put it, "what I do as a

ccmp teacher is try to initiate students into university
culture, the academic discourse community."
This use of we is similar to those found in political
discourse (e.g. Urban, 1988; Zupnik, 1994) which invite the
audience to identify with the speaker's position or
beliefs.

In the same way, TAs invite students to identify

with the values and beliefs of the academy and of the
composition program, more specifically.
In addition to constructions of we which clearly
include students and which invite students as members were
t/es which clearly excluded the students.

Exclusive IVe
Exclusive was were much less common than wes which
included the students.

Three of the TAs, Yan, Guin, and

Bob, constructed one or more social entity which were
clearly exclusive. These entities varied greatly by
individual and by class session. Yan constructed very few,
while Guin and Bob, in at least one of their classes,
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constructed several.

The only construction of exclusive we

which was common to any of the TAs was we = the Composition
Program, used by both Yan and Guin.

This particular we is

very likely the result of my presence, since during the
time that these class observations took place, I was (as
part of my position with the Composition Program) also
informing English 101 classes about the opportunity to
register for English 102 classes which would include US
students and international students.

In this excerpt, Yan

announces the opportunity to his students:
before you leave\
after uh xx announcement here\
ok/
we will have/
uh sort of —
maybe two sections of mixed class\
you know these XXX_
you're mixed with=_
you know\
students from .. other placesX

[y2 psai

Guin made the same announcement to his students and,
in the same way, aligned himself with the Composition
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Program by constructing an exclusive we which refers to the
Composition Program:
currently the Composition Program\
is uh c experimenting putting both group of students
together here\
—> and we could combine one-oh-two and one-oh-eight
class\

[G2 p3i

He goes on to urge students to register early:
register now\
because one-oh-two usually is very tight in
spring\
ac- actually we have a lot of sectionsX
but uh_
don't wait until the last minute to register_
[G2 p5]

Guin constructed other exclusive ives, all of which
expressed alignments with the University or the Composition
Program.

In addition to the University conceived as

including students (inclusive we) is this one which,
according to Guin, includes faculty and administration (but
not students).
education:

He has explored with students the issue of
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what should uh the education_
—» that we provide should do for studentsN
is it just for job/
or for other —
uh job preparation_
or for other —
or other uh uh purposes here_

[G2 paoi

Guin also refers to a i/e = composition instructors:
-> we got a memo every day_

—> and to remind us to remind you_
October thirtieth is the last day_
to withdraw from a class_
through change and add form_
uh_
uh_
for a W instead of E\

[G2 pi;

And he refers to his role as one of the editors of
A Student^s Guide to First Year Composition.

In this

excerpt a student has just referred to the Student^s Guide
as "the study guide" and Guin says,
actually it's the Student Guide\
but I like the term study guide\
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and then,
well/
I'm working on it_
maybe next year we can change the title\

[g2 pi4!

The exclusive was used by Guin construct his alignments
with the authority of the University and the Composition
Program.
In contrast, the social entities referred to by Bob
were not related to the University.

In this excerpt he is

explaining irony to the class:
there's uh irony of language_
there's situational irony_
dramatic irony_
and situational xxx\
yeah\
na- na- name a big dog uh Peewee\
—> or we have this little dog uh has \ih —
its hair is about this long\ {(uses fingers to
demonstrate approximately a half inch))
some kind of a little_
I mean_
bird dog\
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XXX and I like to call her FluffyX
just because she has no hair_
see_
so that's .. a little .. <@ ironic 0>\

[b2 pi7i

Outside of the larger discourse context of the rest of the
class session, the referent of this we is ambiguous.

We

might assume, since there are no other indications, that
its members are Bob and the people with whom he lives.
Within the context of this class session, however, he
refers to both his daughter and his wife, so that while
these referents are not juxtaposed with this token of we,
we can interpret this we, more specifically, as including
Bob and his family (as opposed to roommates).

While the

actual membership of his family may be larger, based on his
classroom discourse during this session, we know at least
that its members include his wife and his daughter.
Bob also constructs a we which includes himself and
his wife.

The novel the class is reading (A Confederacy of

Dunces) is set in New Orleans; Bob describes his recent
trip to New Orleans.

Unlike the construction of Bob and

his family, which is only interpretable through the context
of its use, this entity is first established through direct
reference to its members:
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—> my wife euid I were walkin through the French

QuarterX
I think it was actually on Bourbon Street_

tB2 p39i

Later, as he continues the narrative, the referents for we
have been anaphorically established:
-> we were uh walkin down Bourbon Street_

and this guy .. was standin in the street_
with a radio uh —
a guitar with a radio attached to it\

[b2 p4ii

The other exclusive t/e which Bob constructs involves a
narrative in which he refers to a job he held teaching
composition at the state prison.

He describes getting

together with some of his students after they had been
released:
we got together at this house_

in this little tiny room_
there were about six of us in there_
we were bumpin into each other_

and our guitars were mashin into each other_
[B1 p39]

This construction, like Bob's other exclusive was, reveals
an alignment with a group outside the class and outside the
University.
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Summary
This chapter has described the social groups
constructed with we.

The most frequently constructed

social group using first person plural pronouns is the
inclusive we whose members include the TA and students.
This group engages in the activities of the composition
classroom: reading,- discussing, analyzing, and writing
about texts.

The ambiguity of English vre permits varying

roles and responsibilities within the activities of we, the
teacher and students.

I have claimed that this we in the

composition classroom exists on a continuum in which the
teacher holds greater responsibility for some activities
while students hold primary responsibility for others.
Further, I suggested that, in the composition classroom,
the semantic value of the verb, write, is broader than its
core semantic value.
This chapter has also presented other constructions of
inclusive we, which are larger than, but include, the local
members of we. Also of significance is a we of "academics"
whose membership is in flux and into whose ranks students
are invited as they are socialized to the academy.

Finally

I described the constructions of exclusive wes, primarily
used by one ITA and one USTA.
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The chapter which follows (Chapter VII), describes the
social entities constructed with third person pronouns.
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CHAPTER VII

SOCIAL ENTITIES CONSTRUCTED WITH THIRD PERSON PRONOUNS

Introduction
This chapter presents the social entities constructed
with third person pronouns.

I illustrate the uses of

singular third person references, including brief
references to individual students who were present.

I also

describe constructions using third person plural pronouns.
Like the use of first and second person pronouns, the
use of third person pronouns in the corpus shows a great
deal of variation between individuals and between teachers'
class sessions.

Despite the fact that third person

pronouns, unlike first and second person pronouns, function
much more anaphorically than deictically, third person
pronouns are significant in the construction of social
entities as well as the discussion of social identity based
on group membership.

Their importance lies in their

potential for defining the parameters of the groups
constructed with first person plural pronouns by making
clear who is not included.

In addition, third person

references are the objects of discussion.
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Most third person references in the corpus are to
individuals or groups who are not present (e.g. absent
students, characters in works of fiction, writers).

Third

person pronouns are rarely used for individuals or groups
who are present in the classroom.

Third Person Singular Pronouns
The most consistently constructed third person
singular referent is an author/writer.
take three forms:

These references

unspecified writer, student writer, or

professional writer.
In this example, Encin describes some of the
requirements for the annotated bibliography assignment
(which is one of the assignments leading up to the
rhetorical analysis essay):
summary of the articleX
ok/
brief_
uh right to the pointX
what's the purpose of the author''s writingX
ok/
and then .. uh_
the strategies demonstrated by the writer/
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—> how effective is the author's writing/
—> and has he or she achieved the goal\
—> and how well has the writer done his or her job\
(El p91

While Encin has not identified a specific author, we know
based on anaphoric reference that he or she and his or her
refer to the author.
References to specified authors, student or
professional, occur in the context of examining texts to
determine how effective they are, how specific effects are
accomplished, or what the writer's purpose is.
References to student writers occur largely during
discussions of sample student essays used to give students
an understanding of the requirements for a particular
assignment.

In this excerpt, Carl has named the student

writer earlier in the discussion when students asked how
many research sources they were required to use;
how many did Alison Fisher have\
then he asks,
did that seem like enough for her essay/
and
does she use those kind of quotations

(ci pi3i
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effectively/
does it help strengthen her argiment/

[ci pi4i

Use of third person pronouns to refer to professional
writers occurs in English 101 courses,- whose emphasis is
works of non-fiction,, as well as English 102 courses, whose
focus is works of fiction.
In this excerpt;- Bob refers to John Kennedy Toole, the
author of the novel the class is reading:
it's funny when you read it a lot\
you start wonderin if —
—> did he intend for all this to work together_
the way it does_
that's —
it would seeia almost fantastic that he —
—>• that he did\

[b2 p59i

Interestingly, though Bob has not named Toole in the
immediate discourse, providing an anaphoric relationship,
it is clear that these third person references refer to the
author of the novel.
Two ITAs (Guin and Yan) used the US presidential
campaign and party conventions as examples in discussions
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of rhetorical strategies.

Sitting casually on the

teacher's desk in the front of the room, Yan said,
when Mister Clinton give a formal speech_
he won't sit like me\

right/

[yi p63i

Both Guin and Yan referred to Bill Clinton and Bob Dole.
Yan also referred to Elizabeth Dole.
Particularly in Bob's classes but also in Carl's first
class, there were third person references to characters in
texts the classes were reading and analyzing.

For example,

here Carl refers to the protagonist of the novel the class
is reading:
one of the big themes_
seems to be uh John's need for power\
right/
-> his need to be able to control other people\

one of the reason why he's —
-> why his politics XX so much_
-> is that it gives him the ability and chance_
to manipulate othersX

[ci p9i

Here Carl uses third person references to the character,
John, as a topic of discussion.
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In addition to making various third person singular
references which were topics of conversation, three TAs
(Bob, Guin, and Encin) acknowledged my presence during my
first observation in their classrooms.

As Encin began

class he said,
uh we have a visitor today/
—> uh Yvonna/
—> and uh she is a uh PhD student in my program/
—> and she's working on her dissertationX
ok/
-> so she's visiting our class/
and everybody behave todayX
@@@@

[El pll

By referring to me in the third person and to the teacher
and students in the first person ("our class"), Encin
clarifies the members of we.

Guin and Bob made similar

introductions at the beginning of the second observations
as wellAnother third person reference which has the effect of
defining the present members of we = teacher and students,
is reference to students who are absent.

Four TAs (Bob,

Lili, Guin, and Yan), in the process of checking the
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attendance, named individuals who were not present. Lili
turned to one student and said,
Matthew/
-> Where's Justin/

-> and any idea where sh- he is/

cli pii

In addition to third person reference to students who
were not present, five TAs (Alan, Bob, Carl, Guin, and Yan)
sometimes referred in the third person to students who were
present.

Generally these references were very brief, thus

minimizing the exclusion of the individual from the present
we of teacher and students.

Guin routinely asks individual

students to prepare materials for the class.

After

annoimcements, for example, he says,
I'm going to have Chris_
uhm_
-> give out his handout\

[gi piei

While these types of references have the effect of singling
out individual students, they are not unexpected since the
individual has been asked to prepare specific materials.
The exception to these occasional third person
references occurred in one class session in which one
student (Zane) who was present was repeatedly used for
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hypothetical examples to illustrate communication
strategies.

Yan asks students to suppose they want to

borrow money from Zane:
if you —
—> suppose Zane —
—> you want to borrow money from him\
what would you do\

[yi p46i

The unusual nature of this was evident in the nervous
laughter and looks of disbelief from students on the third
and fourth occurrences, as this student was repeatedly
excluded from the we of teacher and copresent students.
Aside from the examples presented above, other third
person singular references varied greatly among the
participants and between each teacher's two classes.

In

fact, in some classes there were no third person singular
references.

Third Person Plural Pronouns
Like the pattern of use of third person singular
pronouns, the use of third person plural pronouns varied
greatly from one class to another, indicating the variation
in topics discussed during these class sessions.

Despite
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this variation, five TAs (two USTAs, Alan and Carl and
three ITAs Lili, Encin, and Guin) used third person plural
pronouns to construct the social entity of the student's
readers or audience.

In all cases the instructor explains

the goal of an essay in terms of what effect it should have
on the readers of the student's essay.

By constructing the

readers in the third person, the instructor aligns
him/herself with the student in the writing of the essay.
In this example Lili is explaining the second essay
assignment, a research paper:
so that's the purpose_
to try to give your audience_
your readers_
a thorough background of this issue\
and your audience_
-> your readers_

may know something about .. this issue/
—> but they may not kn-know

too much\

they —
-> they don't know as much as you do_

because you .. have personal commitment_
Similarly, Encin explains the persuasive essay:

[li pi3i

see that way shows_
that y-you are not just lying about those issues_
and you really understand the issue very well\
as far as your readers are concernedX
... does that make sense/
ok_
so categorizing those argiiments and views\
in the —
the literature reviewX
is —
is extremely extremely important\
and also you wanna make sure_
that your literature reviewX
is very well writtenV
because if they see just a summary\

[E Z p24i

What is particularly interesting about the
construction of audience as third person plural is that
when asked by a student who the audience for a particular
essay should be, (with the exception of the persuasive
essay which requires a specific audience) the instructors
respond that the audience is the class, the inclusive we of
teacher and students.
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The other social entity constructed as a third person
group by several TAs (Alan, Carl, Lili, Yan, and Guin) is
writers.

In this excerpt, Lili explains the upcoming class

schedule:
and next week we'11 discuss_
iih_
these essays in .. Conversations/
to see how_
professional writers present their points of

view_
-> and vie' 11 discuss the rhetorical strategies they
use_
-> to make their writing effective_

[li p33i

In addition to professional writers, third person
plural reference constructs a more general group of
writers. In a typical English composition "pep talk" Guin
tries to impress students with how important writing
is/should be/will be to them.

He describes an employer

receiving as many as six hundred applications for a job,
emphasizing that if there is one typographical error in the
applicant's letter,
your letter will not be on any place close to the

desk\
it will be right

.. somewhere near to the trash\

I'm seriousN
I'm seriousX
any typo at all_
but given everything is beautifully proofread_
k and your letter is well-written_
but is not as good as others_
your letter will be put into the second pile
there\
and give priority to those people who write
beautifully_
convincingly_
effectivelY_
-> they're going to get the job first_

I'm seriousX

[gi pn-isi

Here, Guin constructs an ambiguous group of writers, they,
who write beautifullyr convincingly, and effectively.
Composition classes also talk about student writers,
as they discuss sample essays which appear in the Student's
Guide;

Here Alan introduces students to the rhetorical

analysis:
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we have a series of three .. student essays\
uh that I asked you to read_
and these essays have uh grades_
—> that the students gave themselves_
-> and grades that their uh instructor gave them\
uh so we'll —
we'll discuss those too\

[ai pisi

Like the third person plural pronouns discussed above,
these references are used to refer to topics of discussion.
Others serve to further define the present members of
we.

Three TAs contrast the present classes with their

other classes.

The effect of this is to further define the

current class by defining the other, which is excluded.
this excerpt. Bob has been discussing elements of fiction
and stops to check the time.

He tells students that he

brought his watch, and then asks,
you remember what happened/
don't you\
I asked somebody what time it was_
.. right_
Thursday/
Then he asks one student.

In
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is your watch uh —
is your watch off about fifteen minutes/
say/
somethin like that/
When the student denies that he was the guilty party. Bob
goes on,
it coulda been somebody_
sittin right where you are thereX
well it was only a fifteen minute trick_
that's not bad\
guess what_
—> I told the next class what you had done_
-*• and guess what they did\
the same <@ damn 0> thingX
and I fell for it againX
0@0

but I have my watch todayX

[3i p28-29i

In this excerpt. Bob briefly addresses an individual
student ("is your watch off about fifteen minutes"), then
shifts back to addressing the whole class as he comments,
"well it was only a fifteen minute trick_ that's not bad."
His reference to his next class contrasts with the present
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group and constructs the imniediate we as an entity distinct
from the next class.
As was the case for third person singular pronoiins,
occasionally groups of students within the predominant
construction of we = teacher and students, were referred to
in the third person.

They = A Subgroup of the Class

Four TAs (Terri, Alan, Lili, and Guin) in at least one
of their classes constructed a subgroup of the class using
third person reference.

For example, Terri, in the process

of addressing the students who live locally, constructed
the group of students who live farther away in the third
person.

During this class session she distributed a

conference schedule, on which each student was to sign up
for a conference with her.

As she gave them instructions

regarding the sign-up sheet, Terri said,
-> think about people who live farther away/
-> and who have longer .. to travel for their
Thanksgiving break_
and if you're local\
think about the fact
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—> that it might be more beneficial for them_
to get a conference earlier_
And further,
so you can help out your colleagues_
uhm_
—> so that they can leaveX
because some people have to dash to the airport
midday WednesdayX
or things like thatX
and I think it —
that would be a really nice thing_
—> if you could do that for them\

[T2 p2-3i

Here the precise anaphoric referents of each of these third
person pronouns are slightly different (their/them-> people
who live farther away; they -» your colleagues; them —> some
people who have to dash to the airport...).

They do

however, refer to the same subgroup of the class, those who
live farther away.

Interestingly, this group is only

constructed in the third person; Terri does not address
those who live farther away.

By referring to this group in

the third person, she implies a construction of we, which
excludes the subgroup.
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Another third person reference to a subgroup of the
class occurred during a discussion of the length
requirement for the second essay.

Lili has just announced

that it should be five to six pages long.

She goes on to

explain,for the first essay/
—> I found some students wrote_
six to seven pages\
... so maybe they would like —
—> they may write longer .. paper_

for the second one\

[li psai

Here the subgroup is an ambiguously defined group of
students who had written more than they were required to
write for the first essay assignment.

They are in these

moments excluded in the implied construction of we.
Finally, Alan constructed the male students in the
class as a group and referred to them in the third person.
He has just asked the students if they think that domestic
violence can be directed at men.
interesting_
-> it's just the men nodding their headsX [ai p3i]
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Here, in commenting about the male students in the third
person, Alan briefly constructs we as himself and the
female students The effect of these occasional third person references
to groups of the students present in the classroom is to
shift the footing (Goffman, 1979).

In momentarily

excluding the groups or individuals by constructing them in
the third person, the TA briefly changes the memberships of
both the addressees (you) and thus we.

Summary
This chapter has illustrated the functions of third
person references.

Singular and plural pronouns are used

to refer to topics of discussion.

In addition, both

singular and plural forms function to define the parameters
of we.

When it refers to a group outside the immediate

students and teacher (e.g. the teacher's other class), they
defines we as the immediate class.

On the other hand, when

third person reference is made to a copresent student or
subgroup of the immediate class, we excludes those third
person referents.

Since the preference is to construct we

as teacher and copresent students, exclusions of
individuals and subgroups are generally very brief.
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The following chapter (Chapter VIII) describes the
social entities constructed with non-canonical values for
person pronouns.
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CHAPTER VIII

REPORTED SPEECH, CONSTRUCTED DIALOGUE, AND DEICTIC SHIFTS

Introduction
This chapter describes the phenomenon of deictic shift
in which pronouns have non-canonical values.
provide a review of relevant literature.

I first

Then I present

the analysis of the voices used by the participants,
including discussion of the motivations for using and
effects of reported speech.
Relevant to the present study are analyses of
different forms of I in discourse.

Forms of I
Urban (1986) has analyzed the forms of I in Shokleng
and English.

He identified five different types of J:

indexical referential I refers to the individual who utters
the I.

Anaphoric I occurs in an embedded clause of direct

quotation as in the example/• He saidr "-T am going," in
which a co-referential relationship exists between the
subject of the main clause and the subject of the embedded
clause.

Urban points out that indirect quoting as in, she
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said that you, is a way of preserving ordinary indexical-

referential values for pronouns within an embedded clause.
You refers to the hearer.

Direct quotation, on the other

hand, signals that a personal pronoun in an embedded clause
is freed from its usual indexical-referential relationship
(p. 4).

A third type of I Urban identifies is the de-

quotative I, in which the main clause disappears.

For this

type of J the "surrounding narrative discourse ...
indicates how the I is to be understood" (p. 8).

Other

scholars have identified this phenomenon as free-indirect
speech (Banfield, 1973, 1982) or quasi-direct speech (Lucy,
1993).
Urban also identified Theatrical J, a further

-

refinement of the dequotative I "in which anaphorically
different I's are given physical embodiment in the form of
different individuals" (p. 8).

Finally, Projective J is

associated with trance-like behavior.
These five types of Is function on a continuum in
which, as one moves from anaphoric I to projective I, cues
for identifying the referent for J move from discourse
internal to contextual (p. 11).

Of particular relevance to

the analysis which follows are the anaphoric and
dequotative I s .
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Other scholarly work has focused specifically on the
phenomenon of reported speech.

This work is grounded in

the insights provided by Bakhtin (1986) and Voloshinov
(1973).

Voloshinov notes that "Reported speech is speech

within speech, utterance within utterance, and at the same
time, also speech about speech, utterance about utterance"
(p. 115).

That is, reported speech not only reports what

another person has said but by its very nature comments on
what was said.
Tannen (1986, 1995) argues that reported speech is, in
fact, constructed dialogue. She draws from Friedrich (1986)
the idea that language is "inherently, pervasively, and
powerfully poetic" (p. 17), and that human imagination is
at work in language use.

She suggests that constructed

dialogue is an involvement strategy which transforms a
story into drama (Tannen, 1986, p. 312).
Schegloff (1996) asserts that quotation invites
audience involvement because it is marked and, therefore,
draws attention.
Drawing on these understandings. Hill (1995) has
analyzed the narrative of a speaker of Mexicano,
identifying a system of voices which represent different
ideologies.

In telling the story of the murder of his son.
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Don Gabriel uses prosody, language and word choice, to
express the many voices and conflicting ideologies which
led to his son's death.
Study of reported speech, constructed dialogue, and
voices has shown that this phenomenon is a site of great
complexity and rich meaning in discourse.

It communicates

ideologies, draws the attention of hearers and involves
them, creates drama, and connects utterances to other
utterances, times and places.
These characteristics will be relevant as we examine
the instances in which the participants took on voices
other than their own.

Social Entities Constructed with First Person Singular
Pronouns
In addition to various constructions of social groups
with first person plural, second, and third person
pronouns, there were also a number of entities constructed
utilizing first person singular pronouns.

While the

majority of Js uttered by the participants were, not
surprisingly, indexical referential, (i.e. referring to the
individual who uttered the J), the presence of other
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referents for I was both unexpected and particularlyinteresting.
All the participants,- at least once, took another
voice.

While the quotes were generally brief, at those

points, a deictic shift occurred, momentarily recasting the
referent for the first person and thereby redefining the
roles of all those present.
The most common referent for quoted discourse was a
hypothetical student (hs).

The Hypothetical Student
More than half the first person singular pronouns
which occurred during deictic shifts referred to a
hypothetical student.

In constructing J as a hypothetical

student, the TA is able to illustrate and model appropriate
thought processes and approaches to specific tasks.

There

are examples of both anaphoric and dequotative Is which
refer to this hypothetical student.

The anaphoric

references utilize the verbs say and think in the main
clause preceding the embedded clause, which signals that
you is co-referential with J. In this excerpt, for example.

Bob illustrates the thought process students should use in
order to analyze the plot of a short story.

He addresses
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the class, yoUr before shifting footing to give voice to
the thoughts of a hypothetical individual student:
if you're thinkin about how the plot_
uh achieves some sort of effect_
in either of these stories_
or in either of these two_
you have to think_

<Q well_
-> what is the nature of the conflictX
-> how do I know\
Ihs)

-> how —
-» how am I —
(hs)

-> what is the first indicationX
-> what —
—> how does the writer let me know_
(hs)

-> that there is a conflictX Q>
Well_

[B1 p461

Similarly, Encin, in discussing the requirements for the
persuasive essay, says,
that is always very —
uh uh_
is always a very good idea
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to talk about the weaknesses of —
of your —
of your position\
because i- 1- if people disagree with you\
ok_
then you could say_
-> <Q yeah_
->• I''ve already talked about that in the paper_
(hs)

I
(hs)

—> I am aware_
(hs)

-> .. of the weakness of ray positionX Q>
(hs)

ok/

[E2 p301

Here Encin addresses the students ("then you could
say").

The use of say leading into the shift signals an

anaphoric I in which the first person references in the
embedded clause are co-referential with the you preceding
the embedded clause.
There are also examples of the hypothetical student's
voice in the form of dequotative J, dependent on the
context to resolve reference, as in the following example
in which Carl discusses the problems students sometimes
face in analyzing poetry:
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sometimes a problem for people_
.. write about poetryX
or —
or short storiesX
-> <Q I just couldn't .. identify with HamletX Q>
(hs)

...(2.0) right/
<Q never had father who was killedX

—> never had a —
-> an uncle who married .. his sister-in-law\
—> ...(2.0) I couldn't relateX Q>
(hs)

...(2.5) or the alternativeX
—> <Q I could relate with HamletX Q>
(hs)

k_
-> ...(3.0) <Q I'm from West VirginiaX Q>
(hs)

it happensX
In this shift, hearers must depend on prosodic cues and
context to determine that this J does not refer to Carl,
but to one of "people," in fact, an unspecified,
hypothetical student.
In addition to anaphoric and dequotative Js, another
form of If which, like the dequotative J, depends on
context for interpretation was present in the corpus.

The
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structure of the main clause of these utterances is similar
to that used with indirect quotes. However, in each case
the embedded clause includes a deictic shift in which the
TA takes another voice.

In this excerpt, for example, Carl

illustrates the requirements for the rhetorical analysis
essay.

He has discussed with the class the option of

analyzing a song.

He goes on to clarify the requirements

of such an analysis:
it's not necessary_
to convince your reader that_
(hs)

-> <Q hey\
this is a good song\
—> and so_
-> everyone should listen to it\ Q>
but it is necessary_
to convince them that_
-> <Q hey\
—> this is a song I particularly enjoy_
(hs)

-> because it has a certain meaningX
—> and this is what that meaning is\ Q>

rc2 pi3i

The inclusion of that suggests to the hearer that the
pronouns in the embedded clauses should be understood as

178

maintaining the usual indexical referential relationships
(i.e. I = Carl).

Instead, the deictic reference shifts so

that I is the hypothetical student.

While we expect Carl

to say that this is a song you particularly enjoy, in fact,
he takes the voice (first person) of the hypothetical
student.
Similarly, Encin specifies requirements for the final
essay the students will write:
now_
here I wanna make it very clear\
lEncin)

now_
although .. this paper is related_
to the previous two papers_
you have already done\
(student/s)

you're going to have to pretendX
(student/s)

that this paper has nothing to do_
with the previous two\
so you cannot assumeX
(student)

that_
—> <Q you know the problem_
(Encin1

-> I have been talking about_
(hs)

in those previous two papers_
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->

SO

I don't need to identify_
(hs)

-> I don't need to give a definition_
(hs)

—>• of the issueX Q>
you cannot\
(student/s)

have that assumption\

i z z piai

Again, in this example, that suggests that what follows is
indirect speech and maintains the canonic indexical
referential relationships; that is, that both yous in "so
you cannot assume that you know the problem I have been

talking about" are co-referential and that J refers to
Encin.

But, in fact, the yous within the embedded clause

refer to Encin and the Js refer to the hypothetical
student.
The voice of the hypothetical student allows the
instructor to model acceptable approaches, strategies and
thinking processes.

In utilizing this J, the TA aligns

him/herself with the students by, in effect, becoming one
of them. In commenting about this use of J, Encin observes,
"subconsciously I might feel it would be more efficient to
pretend to be part of them."
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Bob suggests that the use of this voice "creates the
possibility of easier identification with the process."

He

continues,
rather than my saying ^here's what you have to
do,' if I invent the hypothetical with them, they
can more easily identify ... It's one of their own
illustrating what he does or she does. It's a
demonstration rather than a commandment.
Other participants analyzed I as the hypothetical student
in similar manners.
Beyond the voice of the hypothetical student (used on
at least one occasion by each participant) there was little
consistency in the number of deictic shifts between
instructors or from one observation to another.

The TAs

did, however, give voice to other individuals.

Other Voices
The entities constructed with first person singular
pronouns were largely relevant to the activities of the
composition classroom.

They included student writers, a

composition instructor, authors, characters in stories,
specific individual students. Bob Dole, and Bill Clinton.
The use of these voices does not display patterns of group
(Chinese or US) consistency or individual style.
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Two TAs (Alan and Carl), in discussing sample essays,
briefly take the voice of the student writer of a
particular essay.

In each case the instructor gives voice

to his interpretation of how the student writer has
approached the essay.
I think it —
(Alan)

it strengthens her essay\
(student writer)

to say that this is real\
that_
yknow_
<Q I've had this experience_
(student writer)

and there are other people who have also\
and so there's a —
a need uh for my readers_
(student writer)

and the readers of these articlesX
to —
to come to a better understanding_
of the issueX Q>
that I think is fair\

cm p46i

(Alan)

Like the two previous examples, the deictic shift occurs
after that, which would nomally signal an indirect quote
and maintenance of normal value for J.

The use of the
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discourse marker, y^know, makes this shift more
comprehensible by drawing attention to it. Alan takes the
voice of the student writer of the essay, and in so doing,
highlights the writer''s strategy.

Shifting back, he

comments on it as the teacher ("that I think is fair").
In his class discussion of commiinication strategies,
Yan briefly takes the voice of presidential candidate. Bill
Clinton:
well/
another example will be talked about/
in the president_
trying to show that_
he is a credible_
(president)

and very good president\
ok/
during his three and a half years president(president)

presidency/
he has done a lot of things for this countryX
(president)

whether you believe him or not_
(student/one)

(president)

that's another story\
but at least he's trying to show you that_
(president)

-> <Q I did what I promisedX
(president)

(president)

(student/one)
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when I ran for the president
(president)

four years ago\ Q>
ok/
and= he was talkin' about_
(president)

he was .. one of the most= consistent presidents_
(president)

in the history of AmericaX

[yi p30]

Just as Alan uses the voice of the student writer to
emphasize an approach to a particular writing assignment,
Yan takes the voice of Clinton to illustrate a
communication strategy.
In all cases, the use of deictic shift highlights a
pedagogical goal by making the example "more immediate," as
one TA put it.

In fact, the sense of immediacy may be the

result of the momentary shifts in relationships which
result from the instructor ^becoming someone else.' As the
instructor takes the voice of the student, the students and
instructor are, in that moment, colleagues.

As Yan takes

the voice of the president, he indexes a different
relationship with his audience, and the students, in
effect, also ^become someone else.'
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In this episode, Guin illustrates the rhetorical
strategies of the prosecution and defense in the 0. J.
Simpson trial by briefly taking the voice of each:
the prosecution put up a huge
.. larger than life-size picture_
of \ih- uh- of what\
of...
S: Nicole/
G: a body of that victim NicoleX
yeahX
@00

—> <Q ... that person was hereX
—>• she can sit here_
-> and laugh_
-> and speak_
-> and talk_
-> whatever other human being as you areX
(juror/s)

-» but .. she's not — Q>
right/
would that appeal to the emotions/
... (1.5) on the other hand_
the defense put up whatX
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...(3.3) race/
right/
appeal to your justice\
(juror/s)

a sense of just- justice_
• •

and uh put you in a position_
(juror/s)

—>• <Q if you .. don't acquit him_
(juror/s!

-> you are just like one of those\
(juror/sl

—> who discriminate against_ Q>
right/
—> <Q other peopleX Q>
is that right/

[gi p64-55i

These dequotative voices are interpretable through pauses,
intonation, and the appeal to the attention and
understanding of the students in such comments as "right"
and "is that right."

In those moments, Guin asks the

students to momentarily suspend the present indexical
ground and "transpose" themselves into another framework
(Hanks, 1996).

In effect, he became^ first, the prosecutor

and, then, the defense attorney, and the students (you)
became the jury.
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Bob highlights the significance of this type of shift
in his comments about a class discussion on the novel he
and his students read. In providing baclcgroiind information
for his students. Bob described the correspondence between
the author (Toole) (who eventually committed suicide) and
an editor (Gotlieb), to whom Toole had sent his manuscript
in hopes of having it published:
at one point though_
Gotlieb_
in one letter_
tells him_
that uh he's the best agent in town/
or —
or best editor\
he showed it to a woman_
uh Candida somethin_
who —
who Gotlieb said was the best agent in town/
in New York City_
and then he says_
(Gotlieb)

uh_
<Q I can't think of what to do with you_
(Gotlieb)

(Toole)
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-> and neither can she\
(Candida)

-> SO iah_
-> you know_
-> nobody's — Q>
essentially_
he's tellin hiin_
(Gotlieb)

(Toole)

<Q nobody's gonna buy this\ Q>
now it's over the course of a long run\
which is real interesting\
if you're uh of a —
(impersonal)

of a rhetorical analytical mind/
just to see how this guy_
eventually in a long letter\
really breaks Toole's heartV
one of the things he says is_
(Goclieb)

-> <Q I'm the best editor_
(Gotlieb)

-> she's the best agent_
(Candida)

-> we both think .. you —
(Gotlieb i Candida)

(Toole)

-> this might be published\
-> but nobody'd buy it\
nobody'd read it\ Q>

[B2 p 7 7 1
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When I asked Bob about this particular first person
reference he indicated that, having read over the series of
letters several times, he had selected several events which
he felt characterized the communication between Toole and
Gotlieb.

The chunk of discourse in which he takes

Gotlieb's voice was rehearsed, in that he had repeated it
to other people on other occasions.

In the classroom,

taking the role of Gotlieb was
a way of giving it more immediacy .. and trying to
transmit more accurately and clearly to my hearers
the frustration that that might have generated.
Because, if I'm sayin J, then I'm talking to you;
that makes you Toole ... so the hearer can identify
more with his frustration ... If I'm Gotlieb, you're
Toole.
In addition to illustrating the effect of deictic
shifts on the roles of all present, this example also
displays the basic grounding in the usual indexical
referential values for pronouns. That is, when shifts
extend beyond two or three utterances they are interspersed
with discourse markers (e.g. you know) or tags (e.g. right?
ok?) that seek acknowledgement from the students or with
parenthetical comments from the instructor which paraphrase
or clarify the quoted material (e.g. "essentially what he's
tellin him...").
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The brevity of these episodes of reported speech or
constructed dialogue reinforce their grounding in the
context of the classroom.

In drawing attention, as marked

utterances (Schegloff, 1996), they serve not only the
purpose of holding the attention of the audience
(students), but in so doing, emphasize the pedagogical
messages they contain.

Summary
While the instances of non-canonical values for first
person singular pronouns are relatively few in the whole of
the corpus, they represent moments of shifting identities
for all those present (Goffman, 1979).

In addition, they

have the effect of emphasizing a pedagogical point by
making information more accessible through shifting the
roles of teacher and students.

When the instructor takes

the voice of a student, the thinking process becomes more
accessible; when the instructor quotes a saying, he/she
invokes a different and wider authority (Goffman, 1979);
when the instructor takes the voice of an author, that
author's narrative intentionality is clarified; and when
the instructor takes the voice of the rejecting editor, the
pain of the author is made personal to the students.

190

The following chapter (Chapter IX) addresses the
construction of social identity.
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CHAPTER IX

SOCIAL IDENTITY AND SELF

Introduction
This chapter addresses the construction of social
identity.

It provides a review of relevant literature and

presents individual group membership maps for each
participant. I propose that an individual communicative
style which reveals little about group memberships may be
more damaging for ITAs than for USTAs.

In the absence of

publicly accessible identities, students rely on their own
past experiences and stereotypes of TAs. Also analyzed are
the verbs which cooccur with J.

Relevant Literature
The concepts of social identity and self have been the
focus of diverse lines of scholarship from psychology,
social psychology, and sociology to anthropology and
sociolinguistics.

Despite considerable attention devoted

to the subjects, there exists little consensus in defining
the terms.
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Much of the analysis of social identity in social
psychology has been based on the work of Mead.

Mead (1967)

defined the self as a social phenomenon.
Building upon this conception, Tajfel (1978, 1981),
focused on identification with and conflict between groups.
He proposed a framework of social identity in intergroup
contexts.

He identified four processes of social identity:

(1) social categorization, (2) development of awareness of
group identity, (3) comparison of groups, and (4) search
for psychological distinctiveness of groups.

Out of these

basic processes, he asserted, individuals learn to identify
with certain groups and place values on distinctions
between groups; and in groups and out groups are born.
Building on the importance of group membership in
social identity, Giles and Johnson (1981) describe identity
in terms of multiple group membership.

Hogg and Abrams

(1988) refer to a repertoire of social identities.

As

McNamara (1997) points out, "the salience of any one of
these identities is a function of context" (p. 564).
Similarly,

Hermans and Kempen (1993) define self as a

"^multiplicity of I positions' ... the self is
decentralized, in so far as there is no omniscient
centralized J.

Instead, the self is a decentralized
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manyness' of J positions' that each have a voice and can
tell their own stories about their respective Mes" (p. xxi)
Sociolinguists have taken the position that discourse
is a site of both enacting and creating identities.
As Duranti (1984) puts it, "By choosing one word over
another, speakers define social relationships and social
identities" (p, 26).
Much of the current scholarly attention to social
identity in discourse is rooted in the work of Erving
Goffman.

Goffman (e.g. 1959, 1979) has written extensively

about the ways speakers use language to create personae.
He suggests that people not only convey content in their
speech but also images of themselves.
In defining the situation, speakers establish what
Goffman termed "footing;" that is, the interactional
positions participants take towards one another within an
encounter.

According to Goffman (1979), footing involves

the "participant's alignment, or set, or stance, or
posture, or projected self" (p. 4).

Changes in footing

signal changes in alignments towards others.

These

changes, in turn, reflect changes in the frame of the talk;
that is, what the speaker believes is Agoing on.'

194

Gumperz (e.g. 1982, 1992) has explored social identity
as it is displayed in intercultural encounters.

He

suggests that communicative phenomena both produce and
reproduce social identity.

According to Gumperz, social

identities are not given/constants but are communicatively
produced.

Identity affects and is affected by social,

political, and ethnic divisions.
how differences

Gumperz has focused on

in identity are reflected in interaction

and, in turn, affect interaction.

He used the term

contextualization cue to identify the discourse features by

which interlocutors signal Vhat's going on' in talk.
Contextualization cues are the taken for granted' aspects
of talk which make a conversation flow synchronously (see
Erickson & Schultz, 1982); they are "those verbal signs
that are indexically associated with specific classes of
communicative activity types and thus signal the frame of
context for the interpretation of constituent messages"
(Gxamperz, 1992, p. 306).

Social identities, then,

according to Gumperz (1982) are reflected in differences in
contextualization cues.
Tannen (1984) added to this aspect of social identity
the concept of conversational style.

She audiorecorded and

analyzed the conversations of a group of friends gathered
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for Thanksgiving dinner.

She found that the participants

each had a style of conversation which included varying use
of overlap, latching, fast questions, and telling stories:
"each person used a unique mix of conversational devices
that constituted individual style" (p. 147).

When styles

were similar communication was smooth, but when they
differed, commiinication was disrupted.

Her findings

suggested that ethnic identity contributed to the different
styles.
In addition to direct indexes of aspects of social
identity, Ochs (1990) has identified another type of
indexicality in which the relationship of the index to
indexed is mediated by a direct indexical relationship.
That is, features of the text may directly index stances,
social activities, or social acts which, in turn, index
social identity.

Ochs (1990, 1992) points out, for

example, that the Japanese final particles, zo, ze, and t/a
directly index states of affect.

They also indirectly

index the gender of the speaker since shared values
prescribe that only males express the strong emotions
suggested by zo, ze, and via.
In another example of indirect indexicality, Ochs
(1992) shows how the differences in verbal strategies of
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Samoan and "mainstream American" mothers directly index
culturally patterned stances toward children and indirectly
index the different positions of mothers in these two
cultures.

In Samoa, mothers use verbal strategies which

directly index an other-centered approach to children and
indirectly index a "prestigious position in the hierarchy
of caregiving and in caregiver-child relationships"
(p. 355).

On the other hand, American mothers use verbal

strategies which directly index a child-centered approach
to children and indirectly index a social position which is
underrated in the culture.

As Ochs explains it,

"linguistic forms in collocation convey particular stances
... and these social meanings in turn help to constitute
and index particular social identities" (p. 350).
Ochs (1993) makes a crucial distinction between a
"social constructive approach" to social identity in
discourse and the "social-identity-as-a priori-social-fact
approach" (p. 296).

She suggests that while identity has

"a sociohistorical reality independent of language
behavior, ... in any given actual situation, at any given
actual moment, people in those situations are actively
constructing their social identities rather than passively
living out some cultural prescription for social identity
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(p. 296).

Ochs points out that,, although language is an

indicator of social identity, with the notable exception of

pronominal systems, social identity is "rarely
grammaticized" in the languages of the world.
It is within this framework, that is, with the
assiomption that social identity is actively constructed in
the discourse of the moment and that social identity, in
part, consists of memberships in groups and the activities
in which one engages, that I conducted the analysis of
identity.

Analysis of Social Identity
As I have discussed in analysis of the social groups
constructed with pronouns, first person plural pronouns
both construct groups and display speaker alignment with
these entities.

That is, first person plural pronouns

display membership in those constructed groups.

By mapping

the groups constructed in each class session we obtain a
visual representation of the publicly accessible social
identity (in terms of group memberships) which is
constructed by the TA in the discourse of that class
session in that moment. Overlaying the mappings for both
observations of each teacher yields a composite
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representation of the cxiiaulative (though, admittedly^
partial) social identity {publicly accessible group
memberships) of each teacher.

It is clear that over the

course of a semester-long class the individual teacher's
social identity becomes a complex mapping of group
memberships.

This visual representation characterizes the

multiple memberships, the overlapping nature of these
memberships, and the fact that membership in some groups is
siibsumed by membership in other groups.
The most salient group membership (in terms of number
of tokens) which was constructed by all the TAs was
membership in the class of teacher and co-present students.
So that while the total number of first person plural
pronouns was relatively small compared to other pronouns,
(recall that all the TAs believed they used more ti/es than
they actually did), the overall effect may have been that
the TA'3 identity as a member of the class was, indeed, the
most significant group membership.

The fact that most

other group memberships subsume the TA's membership in the
class reinforces that very membership.

That is, while the

TA constructed his or her identity as a member of other
groups, in most cases these memberships also included the
students.
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Aside from this membership there is a great deal of
variation among the participants.

The identity mappings

suggest that most of the TAs reveal very little to their
students about their group memberships outside of those
which also include their students.

Even among these

constructions there is considerable variation.

Individual Group Membership Maps
Encin constructs only membership in the group which
includes himself and the co-present students; his
constructed group memberships are the same for each class.
Overlaid, they present the same mapping (see Figure 9.1).

Figure 9.1
Teacher and Students

Lili presents relatively few group memberships.

In

the first class she constructs herself as a member of the
class as well as of those who are "experts" in the field.
In the second class, she only presents membership in the
class, teacher and students (as in Figure 9.1).

Overlaying
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the two maps reveals little more complexity (see Figure
9.2).
Figure 9.2
Lili Group Memberships Map - Composite

Experts

Similarly, in. one class session each, Alan, Carl, and
Terri construct only their membership in the class of
teacher and co-present students.

Since that membership is

always constructed, we can examine the mapping for the
other class as the composite for each of these TAs.
In addition to his membership in the class, Carl
constructs himself as part of a group of "readers of the
Student^ s Guide."

This group siibsumes the students and

Carl, and in turn, is subsumed by a larger group of
"readers in general" (see Figure 9.3).
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Figure 9.3
Carl Group Memberships Map - Composite

Readers of the
y student's Guide

Readers

Alan (Figure 9.4) constructs membership in the
University which also includes himself and his students.
He also places himself within a larger group of "American
society," which siabsumes both the University and the class
(teacher and students).

Finally, he locates himself (and

his students) as a member of a group of "readers," whose
membership presumably cuts across, including some (but not
all) of those associated with the University and some (but
not all) those in American society, and extending beyond
the boundaries of American society.

202

Figure 9.4
Alan Group Memberships Map - Composite

Read ers

US society
The University

Terri's composite map (Figure 9.5) looks similar to
Alan's.

She constructs herself as a member of the class

which is subsumed by her (and the students') membership in
the much larger group of "citizens of the US."

Cutting

across (including some) and extending beyond the group, US
citizens, is a group, ^^anyone who writes," which includes
Terri and her students.

203

Figure 9.5
Terri Group Memberships Map - Composite

0
Citizens of the

Each of Yan's classes contains one group membership
which is not included in the other class.

In the first

(Figure 9.6) he locates himself (and his students) as a
member of a much larger group, "everyone who speaks."

Figure 9.6
Yan Group Memberships Map - 1

Academics

Everyone who speaks

In the second class (Figure 9.7) he constructs his
membership as part of the Composition Program.

His

membership in this social group excludes his students,
both classes he places himself among those who are
"academics," also excluding students from this
construction.
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Figure 9.7
Yan Group Memberships Map - 2

"Academics"

vThe
Composition
Program

The composite map of Yan's two classes (Figure 9.8)
places the Composition Program within the larger membership
of

academics."

Yan's membership as part of "everyone who

speaks" subsumes all the other memberships he constructs.
Figure 9.8
Yan Group Memberships Map - Composite

Academics

"«^he
Everyone who speaks

Con^osition
Progreim

206

Guin's group memberships present more complex
mappings.

In his first class (Figure 9.9), in addition to

placing himself within the group which includes himself and
his students, Guin establishes his membership in the group
of "experts in the field" of English composition, which
does not include the students.

Both the group of "experts"

and the group of Guin and his students are included in a
larger group of "readers." And all of these are subsumed
by the largest group, "people."
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Figure 9.9
Guin Group Memberships Map - 1

/ Experts
in the
field

Readers

People

In his second class, Guin reveals his membership in a
number of groups which exclude his students (see Figure
9.10).

First, he is part of the relatively small group of

"editors of the Student's Guide."

This membership is

subsumed by his membership in the group of "composition
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instructors," which, in turn is subsumed by the Composition
Program.

The Composition Program is part of the larger

Southwest University.

Subsuming memberships in the group

of editors, composition instructors, and Composition
Program, and cutting across the University is the group of
"experts in the field of English Composition."

All of

these memberships, including Guin's inclusion in the group
of teacher and students, are sxabsiamed by his membership in
the group of "speakers of English."

Cutting across and

extending beyond "speakers of English" is Guin's
construction of "writers," by which his other memberships
are subsumed.
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Figure 9.10
Guin Group Memberships Map - 2

Southwest
^University

The Composition
Program

ExpertSj
in the |
field

S.U. Instructors
. of Composition

Speakers of
Engl..sh

Editors of the
Student's Guide

Writers

Overlaying the two maps, illustrated in Figure 9.11,
adds "readers" and "people" to the more complex map of the
second class.

As in the first class, Guin's placement of

himself as part of the group of "people" includes all other
memberships.

On the other hand, "readers," while probably-

including all the other groups, cuts across "speakers of
English" including some but not all, and extends beyond the
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bounds of "speakers of English" to include other people who
are speakers of other languages.
Figure 9.11
Guin Group Memberships Map - Composite

Southwest
^ University

The Composition
\ Program
Experts
in the
field

Writers

Readers

People
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The mappings of Bob's group memberships are similarly
complex. In his first class (Figure 9.12), in addition to
the group of teacher and students. Bob constructs himself
as part of a group which includes himself and his former
students from the prison.

He also establishes his

membership among "the inflictors of ideology."
meinberships exclude the students.

These

He also places himself,

with his students, as a member of a larger group of
teachers and students of English 102. Subsuming all these
groups (including those which exclude the copresent
students) is the group "anyone who has to analyze a text."
This larger group is subsumed by the group, "readers,"
which in turn is part of the construction of "all people."
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Figure 9.12
Bob Group Memberships Map - 1

'Inflictors of
ideology"

Bob and students
from prison

has to

Students
and teachers
English 102

In the second class (shown in Figure 9.13), in addition to
placing himself as member within the larger groups of "all
humans" (all people) and "readers," and within the
"inflictors of ideology" (which excludes the students), he
constructs his identity as part of a group which includes
himself and his wife.

This construction is subsumed by the
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group which includes members of his fam.ily.

And his family

is part of the larger group of "readers."
Figure 9.13
Bob Group Memberships Map - 2
Bob & his family

Bob & his wife

"Inflictors of
ideology"

Readers

'All people

The composite of Bob's two classes (Figure 9.14), adds
to the map of the first class these additional memberships
(Bob and his wife & Bob's family), presumably within the
larger group of those who have to analyze a text (at some
time or other).
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Figure 9.14
Bob Group Memberships Map - Composite

Bob & his family
Bob & his wife
Bob and students
- from prison
"Inflictors of

ideology"^
'Anyone who
V has to
analyze
a text"

Readers

^Students
and teachers
of English 102

All people

The examination of group memberships constructed in
the classroom talk of these TAs indicates that some (ITAs
and USTAs) reveal very little about themselves within the
classroom. Other studies (Nelson, 1992; Ranney, 1993) have
shown that students like instructors who disclose
information about themselves.

I would suggest that in the

absence of publicly accessible identities constructed
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within the classroom, students resort to what ever a priori
notions of identity (Ochs, 1993) they may have for their
teachers.

For most students these will be stereotypes

based on their experiences with teachers from high school.
Students,, in most cases, will have had enough positive
experiences that whatever stereotypes they bring to the
classroom will not be damaging to their images of the USTAs
as teachers.

So that, even if a USTA reveals little about

his/her identity in terms of group memberships, whatever
stereotypes the students fall back on will not impair the
relationship between teacher and students.
On the other hand, research on student attitudes
towards ITAs (Fox, 1991; Plakans, 1994, 1997, for example)
has shown that undergraduate students with the most
negative attitudes towards ITAs have had little experience
traveling or living abroad and that they often approach
encounters with ITAs with preconceived negative notions. So
while both USTAs and ITAs, as part of their individual
communicative styles in the classroom, may not reveal a
great deal about themselves, this may be a more damaging
style for ITAs than it is for USTAs.

This may be a factor

in the relatively high rate of complaints lodged at ITAs.
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In addition to group memberships, the verbs which a
speaker uses to describe the activities he/she engages in
also reveal aspects of identity.

Analysis of Verbs Used with First Person Singular Pronouns
The use of mental state verbs, including, for example,
thinks know, guess, remember, and recall, used in the first

person singular, displays reflexiveness on the part of the
speaker.

The only mental state verb which was used by all

the participants in both of their class sessions was the
verb think.

It was, in fact, the verb most frequently used

with I.
The verb know, which (in the first person) indicates a
greater level of certainty than think, was used a total of
67 times in the first person in the entire corpus.

While

some TAs show clear preference for think over know (e.g.
Lili did not use know at all), others used the two with
nearly equal frequency or, in some cases (G2 and C2), used
know more frequently than think.

The use of mental state

verbs varied widely among participants.

Lili, for example

used only think and one token of remember. In contrast, Bob
used a wide range of mental state verbs (16 different verbs
in the first class session).
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In addition to mental state verbs, speakers can
display reflexiveness and in so doing reveal more about
themselves by using the copula with adjectives which
express aspects of mental states.

Like the frequency of

mental state verbs, the frequency of this structure varied
a great deal, with some TAs (e.g. Bob) using a variety of
adjectives to describe their mental states and others (e.g.
Lili) using the structure only once.
In addition to expressing aspects of mental states
with mental state verbs and stative forms, TAs established
or clarified student responsibilities and obligations with
another set of verb structures.

These structures in the

first person, on the one hand, mitigate what would be a
command if it were stated in the second person, while, on
the other hand, make salient the right of the teacher to
make such requests.

They exist on a continuum of relative

strength of demand from the strongest, I require you to,
decreasing in strength to I expect you tOr I i^ant you to, I
would like you to, I^m asking you tOr and finally I
encourage you to. Like the frequency of talk about mental

states, the frequency of these structures varied greatly
from one individual to another. There was also considerable
variation in frequency between class sessions for some TAs,
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most notably, Terri, Encin, Lili and Yan (see Table 9.1).
While these differences appear large,- it should be noted
that the total number of tokens is small enough, in all
likelihood, to render these differences insignificant.
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Table 9.1

Frequencies of Verbs Cooccurring with I

Mental
State

Mitigated
Command

Action

A1

70

39

56%

9

13%

22

31%

A2

46

19

41%

8

17%

19

41%

B1

124

53

43%

8

6%

63

51%

B2

134

72

54%

4

3%

58

43%

CI

27

12

44%

2

7%

13

48%

C2

35

20

57%

2

6%

13

37%

T1

48

15

31%

11

23%

22

46%

T2

34

9

26%

12

35%

13

38%

El

31

14

45%

6

19%

11

35%

E2

31

17

55%

3

10%

11

35%

G1

117

28

24%

27

23%

62

53%

G2

103

21

20%

24

23%

58

56%

LI

62

15

24%

8

13%

39

63%

L2

24

6

25%

7

29%

11

46%

Y1

53

43

81%

1

2%

9

17%

Y2

60

32

53%

6

10%

22

37%
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Perhaps more interesting is the fact that all the
participants utilize these mitigated command structures.
Guin and Terri use them at about the same or greater than
the frequency they use mental state talk.

On the other

hand. Bob, Carl, and Yan use relatively few.

In contrast

to the reflexive nature of mental state talk, the use of
these mitigated commands emphasizes not only the
responsibilities of the students but the right of the TA to
establish those obligations.

Their relative frequency

reflects a style which is more or less focused on these
roles, responsibilities, and obligations.
In addition to mental state talk, stative forms, and
mitigated commands, the largest group of verbs used with I
were action verbs.

Not surprisingly, the activities in

which the participants engage include saying^ telling,
dlscussingr explaining, emphasizing, reminding, preparing
materials, handing out materials, collecting essays, giving
grades, and returning essays.

Carl, Terri, Guin and Bob

each use the verb read on at least one occasion.
Interestingly, however, considering the activities of the
class discussed in the analysis of the construction of the
we = teacher and students, Alan, Encin, Lili, and Yan do
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not use the verb read with I in either of their class
sessions.
Also interesting, in light of the activities of we
(which include naming concepts), is that four of the TAs,
Bob, Guin, Lili, and Yan use the verb call or term on at
least one occasion.

While the preference is to attribute

the act of naming to the plural first person, occasionally
(rarely, nonetheless) a TA positions him/herself with the
authority to name.
Since the frequencies of mental state verbs, mitigated
commands, and action verbs are relatively consistent for
each TA, we can profile each participant in terms of verb
use.
Verb Profiles
Alan used comparatively few mitigated commands,
putting least emphasis on these forms (13% and 17%) and the
obligations of the students.

His use of mental state and

action verbs were more evenly split, showing no clear
preference for one form over the other.
Bob's verb use is similar, with the majority split
between mental state and action verbs and mitigated
commands accounting for even less (6% and 3%) of the total
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than Alan's.

This suggests little emphasis in his talk for

establishing student obligations.
Carl's profile is very similar.

In the second class

{C2) he shows clear preference for reflexiveness (57%
mental state).
Terri used the three forms much more evenly, with a
slight preference for action verbs (46% and 38%).
Encin used more mental state verbs (45% and 55%) than
action verbs (35% and 35%), and more action verbs than
mitigated commands (19% and 10%).
Guin used mitigated commands with the greatest
consistent frequency of all the participants (23% and 23%).
The frequencies of these forms and mental state verbs were
nearly equal.

Guin showed clear preference for action

verbs (53% and 56%) over the other forms.
Lili also used more action verbs (63% and 46%) than
other forms and a consistent frequency

for mental state

verbs (24% and 25%). The mitigated commands occur at less
consistent frequencies, representing 13% of the verbs used
in LI and 29% in L2.
Yan used mental state verbs most frequently (81% and
53%).

Action verbs represented the next most frequent form
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(17% and 37%) and mitigated commands the least (2% and
10%).

These profiles suggest fairly consistent individual
styles in the composition classroom, reflecting different
foci in the participants' talk about activities, mental
states, and the obligations of their studentsThe most surprising finding in the analysis of the use
of verbs in construction of I is the absence in the talk of
five of the eight TAs of the verb, write.

In fact in the

entire corpus, there are only three tokens of write cooccurring with J.

The conspicuous absence of this

particular activity in the constructed identity of
instructors of composition suggests that they do not
construct themselves as engaging in the act of writing. Far
more important, it seems, based on frequency of use, are
activities of instructing.

Since all the participants are

graduate students engaged in their own programs of study
and, undoubtedly, in a considerable amount of writing, this
finding might appear inconsistent. Instead, however, I
suggest that it provides clear evidence of the multiplicity
of I's and the foregrounding of a particular I within the
composition classroom.

That is, the I which conceives of

itself as an instructor is instantiated in the discourse of
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the classroom engaged in activities which probably differ
from the activities of the I which is a graduate student.
This is particularly interesting since popular
composition pedagogy suggests the benefit of conceiving of
the class as a community of writers (Ede, 1995; Murray,
1985, for example).

Several of the participants in fact,

expressed the desire to communicate to students that they
all (teacher and students) "are in it together." Yet, they
don't characterize themselves as engaging in the activity
of writing (as individuals).
The use of particular action verbs remained fairly
consistent between any one teacher's two class sessions,
suggesting that these verbs do, indeed, reflect aspects of
individual identity.

That is, the way a TA conceives of

and talks about the activities in which he/she engages at
least in the concept of J, TA in a freshman composition
classroom, remains consistent across observations.
Despite a great deal of variation among individuals,
there is considerable consistency in verb use between each
teacher's two class sessions.

This finding suggests that

this aspect of identity, that is, the way a TA talks about
his/her mental states and activities, as well as student
obligations, may be more closely tied to identity than the
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use of other pronouns which showed great variation not only
between TAs but between class sessions.

While other

aspects of the analysis (use of other pronouns) reveal a
great deal of context-dependence, within the composition
classroom, this J within the "multiplicity of I positions"
appears to be relatively consistent.

Summary
This chapter has presented the analysis of social
identity based on group memberships and the verbs used by
each TA.

I have illustrated the overlapping nature of

group memberships revealed in classroom discourse and the
relative consistency of verb use for each TA. The
individual pattern of frequency of mental state, mitigated
commands, and action verbs for each participant displays
considerable consistency between first and second
observations-

On the other hand, there is a great deal of

variation in the amount they reveal about themselves.

Some

have constructed only membership in the group which
includes students and teacher, while others have
constructed many group memberships, some of which exclude
the students.

I have suggested that revealing little about

oneself in the classroom may be a more damaging style for
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ITAs because undergraduates are forced to rely on whatever
a priori understandings they have for the TA's identity.
For ITAs these may consist of negative stereotypes.
Finally, I have shown that in the composition
classroom, these instructors do not construct themselves as
engaging in writing as individuals.
the activities of instruction.

Rather, they engage in

This, I suggest, is

evidence that one identity among many is foregrounded in
the classroom.
In the following chapter (Chapter X), I present the
findings of statistical analyses of the frequencies of
pronoun use for the participants.

These findings are

contextualized within the culture of origin of the TAs,
with the possibility entertained that their cultures of
origin may affect their pronoun use.
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CHAPTER X

PRONOUN USE OF CHINESE VERSUS US TAS

Introduction
In this chapter I present the results of statistical
comparisons of the frequencies of pronouns for the Chinese
and US TAs.

I begin by presenting background on the two

cultures in order to highlight characteristics which might
be manifested in pronoun use.
between the two groups.

Then I present comparisons

Finally, I compare findings for

the combined group with characteristics of mathematics TAs
reported in another study (Rounds, 1987).

Chinese and US Cultures
In comparing the pronoun use of Chinese and US TAs, we
might expect to see varying patterns as the result of the
great differences between their cultures of origin as well
as the differences inherent in the teaching situations
(i.e., nonnative speaker teaching native speakers versus
native speaker teaching native speakers).
There are at least two striking differences which we
might expect to see manifested in the classroom discourse
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of TAs.

First, American and Chinese cultures have been

characterized as existing at opposite ends of a continuum
of individual versus group orientation.

The Chinese

culture, on the one hand, has been described as group
oriented.

Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal, Asai, and Lucca

(1988) include China among those cultures they consider
collectivist, in contrast to the US individualistic
culture.
Similarly, Fan Shen (1989) in describing her process
of learning to write in English contrasts what she
considers to be the significant differences between Western
and Eastern cultures.

Writing in English required that she

create a new *self which embodied the cultural values of
the US:

"I had to learn to accept the words

and ^Self

as something glorious . . . or at least something not to be
ashamed of or embarrassed about" (p. 460).

Further, Fan

Shen contrasts American idealism with the Marxist
materialism of her native China:

"idealism, with its idea

that mind is of primary importance, provides a
philosophical foundation for the Western emphasis on the
value of individual hiiman minds, and hence individual human
beings." In contrast dialectical materialism "sees the mind
as a product of the material world" (p. 461).
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"American" culture is characterized as
individualistic, democratic, yet, conformist (Spindler &
Spindler, 1983).

Varenne (1983) notes that "individualism

is extremely ^present' in American culture" (p. 372).
Similarly, Berger (1994) writes that valuing of individual
achievement "has always been the hallmark of the American
experience" (p. 23).
In addition to group versus individual orientation,
Chinese and US cultures may be contrasted in the roles of
teachers and students. Some have suggested that the two
thousand year-old Confucian history of education in China
has resulted in greater value placed on education and
teachers in Chinese culture.
All the Chinese TAs were able to articulate great
differences between their classrooms in China and in the
US. Varenne (1983) has noted that the ^foreigner' may be
more sensitive to what is "American" than Americans,
themselves. Encin says "Culturally in China, teachers are
always respected by students ... in America there's no such
equivalent value system about teachers."
Guin observes.
In China you're a teacher. And that position
itself gives you a lot of, in addition to respect,
a lot of authority for you to do things. And also
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the system is set up to be that way, and so less
questions will be asked about why you teach this
material, why you choose this textbook, as we
would encounter in our classes here.
In characterizing their students in China and the US,
the ITAs described Chinese students as passive, obedient,
and respectful.

As Encin puts it, ^'In China we have this

cultural assumption that being aggressive is bad.

You

don't want to be . . . You don't want to ask a question
because asking teachers questions means you're challenging
the teacher."

American students, on the other hand, "are

used to student-centered teaching" (Yan).

Guin notes, "In

the US, activities are set up for students to be the
center."

Lili was surprised by the differences: "In the

first semester I found some students . . . procrastinate,
they turn their papers late.

Then I just said . . . *in

China this would never happen; back in my country in a
university.'"
All the ITAs described their relationships with
students in China as more "distant" than their
relationships with US students.

Encin comments.

In Beijing that relationship is very distinct. I
rarely get very close to the students. In those
days I believed that I am a professor, I am sort
of up there and they are sort of down there. And
I want to keep the gap. Maybe one of the reasons
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is because of this Chinese cultural assumption
teachers are supposed to be respected and they're
different from students: "you are students and
your job is to learn and teachers' job is to
teach." I would always go out of my way to help
them. But I wouldn't try to minimize the
difference between us. I would keep that
distance.
Yan has similar comments about the clear roles of teachers
and students in China.
In the US, in contrast, they describe being closer to
their students and having less authority.

Encin says, "'^You

are in an authoritative position, but then your authority's
not that solid." Lili feels no authority to stop students
from talking: "I don't dare to discipline them because I'm
a foreigner ... Sometimes I stop them; I interrupt their
talking because I don't want them to disturb other
students.

But not for me, for other students."

Interestingly, in contrast, the USTAs found their
roles within the Composition Program provided them with
more authority and autonomy than their previous teaching
situations.
Shaw and Bailey (1990) suggest that the most salient
cultural features of the American university classroom, are
"first, the great variety of behaviors that are observed
... and, second, the relative freedom that exists for a
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professor and a group of students to jointly negotiate the
behavior patterns that will subsequently typify the conduct
of the class" (pp. 317-8).

This variety and freedom to

negotiate stand in stark contrast to the clearly defined
roles and behaviors of the Chinese university classroom.
We might then ask if these cultural differences are in
some way manifested in different patterns of pronoun use in
the classroom.

If the group versus individual orientation

is enacted in talk, we might expect to see differences in
patterns of use of first person pronouns.

Connor-Linton

(1995), for example, in comparing pronoun use of Americans
and Soviets (who were also characterized as grouporiented), expected to find that Americans used more Js and
Soviets used more wes, but, in fact, he found just the
opposite:

Americans seemed to speak as part of a we, while

Soviets tended to speak as individuals.

Data Analysis
Comparison of the frequencies of first person singular
and plural pronouns for the Chinese and the US TAs, reveals
no statistically significant differences between the two
groups.

In fact, frequencies for singular and plural first

person pronouns are strikingly similar (Tables 10.1 & 10.2)
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Table 10.1

Chinese vs US First Person Singular Frequencies

Chinese
US

N

Mean

StDev

SE Mean

8
8

65.0
68.1

30.6
38.3

11
14

P Value

.86

Table 10.2
Chinese vs US First Person Plural Frequencies

Chinese
US

N

Mean

StDev

SE Mean

8
8

42.0
42.9

26.0
37.9

9.2
13

P Value

.96

Nor are there differences between the two groups in
frequency of third person pronouns.
However, the frequencies of second person pronouns do
reveal significant differences. Since the ambiguity of the
second person pronoun does not always allow clear
designation of tokens as singular or plural, I have
estimated frequency of singular and plural second person
pronouns in three different manners.

First, I have assumed

that singular and plural forms were evenly distributed and
have divided the total number of second person pronouns
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used by each TA in half, attributing equal numbers to
singular and plural forms.

Second, I assumed that singular

and plural second person pronouns function in the same
ratio as first person singular and plural pronouns.

Third,

I assumed that singular and plural second person pronouns
occur at the same frequency as singular and plural third
person pronouns.
For each of these possible conditions I conducted twotailed t-tests, and in all three conditions, the Chinese
TAs used significantly (p < .05) more second person plural
pronouns than the USTAs (Tables 10.3, 10.4 & 10.5).
Table 10.3
Chinese vs US Second Person Plural (Equal Halves)
Frequencies

Chinese
US

N

Mean

StDev

8
8

99.2
64.9

33.6
11.5

* significant at P < .05

SE Mean

P Value

12

4.1

*.016
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Table 10.4

Chinese vs US Second Person Plural (l®'^ Person Ratio)
Frequencies

Chinese
US

N

Mean

StDev

SE Mean

P Value

8
8

74.9
44.0

33.1
14.6

12
5.2

*.03

* significant at P < .05

Table 10.5
Chinese vs US Second Person Plural (3'^'^ Person Ratio)
Frequencies

Chinese
US

N

Mean

StDev

SE Mean

P Value

8
8

139.3
50.1

88.6
32.6

31
12

*.018

* significant at P < .05

In comparing the frequencies of all second person
pronouns (singular and plural), the Chinese TAs used
significantly (p = .016) more yous than USTAs (Table 10.5).

236

Table 10.6

Chinese vs US Total Second Person Frequencies

Chinese
US

N

Mean

StDev

SE Mean

P Value

8
8

198.3
129.2

67.3
23.4

24
8.3

*.016

* significant at P < .05

This finding is of particular interest since all the
TAs (except for the one female USTA, Terri) indicated that
they thought of themselves as "part of the group."

Some

were explicit in saying that they did not think of
themselves as separate from their students.

Interestingly,

not only do all the TAs seem to use more second person
pronouns than they believe they do (recall that, with the
exception of Terri, all articulated the importance of their
use of inclusive we), the ITAs, who consistently expressed
the importance of being part of the we, used significantly
more second person pronoians.

This, in effect, accentuates

the separation between themselves and their students by
separating the components (J, teacher and you, students) of
inclusive we.
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Not only did the Chinese TAs use more second person
pronouns than the USTAs, they used significantly more
second person plural pronouns (for all three conditions)
than first person plural pronouns (Tables 10.7, 10.8,
10.9).
Table 10.7
Chinese First Person Plural & Second Person Plural
(1^*^ Person Ratio) Frequencies

First
Second

N

Mean

StDev

SE Mean

8
8

42.0
74.9

26.0
33.1

9.2
12

P Value

*.044

* significant at P < .05
Table 10.8
Chinese First Person Singular & Second Person Plural
(3'^'^ Person Ratio) Frequencies

First
Second

N

Mean

StDev

SE Mean

8
8

65.0
139.3

30.6
88.6

11
31

* significant at P < .05

P Value

*.042
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Table 10.9

Chinese First Person Plural & Second Person (Equal Halves)
Frequencies

First
Second

N

Mean

StDev

SE Mean

8
8

42.0
99.2

26.0
33.6

9.2
12

P Value

*.0019

* significant at P < .05

On the other hand, the USTAs did not use significantly
more yous (plural) than t/es for any of the conditions.
the

In

and 3^^"^ Person Ratios only, USTAs used more singular

yous than was (Tables 10.10 & 10.11)
Table 10.10
US First Person Plural & Second Person Singular
(1^*^ Person Ratio) Frequencies

First
Second

N

Mean

StDev

8
8

42.9
85.2

37.9
23.9

* significant at P < .05

SE Mean
13
8.5

P Value

*.018
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Table 10.11

US First Person Plural & Second Person Singular
(3'^'^ Person Ratio) Frequencies

First
Second

N

Mean

StDev

SE Mean

8
8

42.9
79.1

37.9
25.1

13
8.9

P Value

*.041

* significant at P < .05

However, if we compare the frequency of the total
number of second person pronouns with the frequency of
first person plural pronouns (as Rounds did in her study of
teachers of math), we find that both the US and Chinese TAs
used significantly more yous (p = 0.0004 for USTAs;
p = 0.0000 for ITAs) than ves (Tables 10.12 & 10.13).
Table 10.12
Chinese First Person Plural & Second Person (Total)
Frequencies

First
Second

N

Mean

StDev

8
8

42.0
198.5

26.0
67.1

* significant at P < .05

SE Mean
9.2
24

P Value

*.0000
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Table 10.13

US First Person Plural & Second Person (Total) Frequencies

First
Second

N

Mean

StDev

8
8

42.9
120.7

37.9
29.8

SE Mean
13
11

P Value

*.0004

* significant at P < .05
Even if we assume that only half the yous were plural, the
frequency of yous is significantly higher than the
frequency of ii^es for the combined groups {Table 10.14).
Table 10.14
Combined Group First Person Plural & Second Person Plural
(Equal Halves) Frequencies

First
Second

N

Mean

StDev

16
16

42.4
82.1

31.4
30.0

SE Mean
7.8
7.5

P Value

*.0010

* significant at P < .05
In fact, the frequency of t/e is only significantly higher
than the frequency of third person singular pronouns for
Chinese TAs, only third person plural for US TAs and third
person plural pronouns for the combined group.
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Also of interest is the finding that the combined
group showed preference for I over we (Table 10.15).
Table 10.15
Combined Group First Person Singular & First Person Plural
Frequencies

Singular
Plural

N

Mean

StDev

16
16

66.6
42.4

33.5
31.4

SE Mean
8.4
7.8

P Value

*.044

* significant at P < .05
The combined group of US and Chinese TAs, then, showed
preferences for I and you over we.

Discussion
The preferences for I and you over we reveal an interesting
difference between the teachers of math Rounds studied and
the teachers of English composition who participated in
this study.

Rounds found that the frequency of we was

significantly higher than frequencies for either I or you;
that is, the math TAs showed a preference for the use of we
over J or you (p. 21).
That the Composition TAs prefer you over I or we,
then, may suggest a qualitative (and quantitative)

242

difference between the discourses of math and English
teachers.

Considering the wide-ranging discourse of the

English composition classroom as compared with the more
narrowly focused discourse of the mathematics classroom,
differences in pronoun use are not surprising.

However,

clearly. Rounds' finding that "more successful" teachers
use more first person plural pronoims should not be
generalized to other fields of instruction.
The descriptive comparisons of pronoun use among
Chinese and US TAs already reported reveal many more
individual differences than patterns which might be
attributed to the cultures of the TAs.

Comparing

frequencies of pronouns reveals a few statistically
significant differences between the two groups.

In

general, the analysis of frequencies of the various
pronouns yields the same kinds of individual differences as
well as general consistencies we have already observed.
That is, the frequency of use of first person singular,
first person plural, third person singular, third person
singular and total pronouns does not differ significantly
between Chinese and US TAs.

However, the frequencies of

second person pronouns do reveal significant differences.
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These findings suggest that quantitatively there are
not differences which might be attributed to differences in
individually- or group-oriented culture in terms of
choosing to speak in the singular or plural first person.
The cultural differences in teacher and student roles and
behaviors are less clearly interpretable in terms of
possible patterns of pronoun use.

It may be, however, that

the separation between ITA and students which is present in
their significantly higher use of you, is attributable not
only to the very real cultural distance that exists between
the ITA and his/her students but also to the culture of the
Chinese classroom unconsciously enacted by the Chinese TAs.
That the separation the TAs consciously strive to
minimize might appear in their use of second person
pronouns is not surprising, since much of the second person
usage functions at such an unconscious level.

That is,

since this is the site which functions most unconsciously,
it is also the site at which we might expect to see, not
only usage which speakers cannot explain, but performance
which is also outside their conscious control.

It may be

an indication of the separation that, in fact, exists
between the ITA and his/her students.

Despite the

conscious efforts of the ITA to minimize the distance
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between him/herself and the students by using inclusive
wes, the separation which indeed exists between students

and teacher is manifest in the use of second person
pronoiins.

Summary
The findings reported in this chapter suggest that the
group-individual dichotomy represented by Chinese and US
cultures is not reflected in the pronoun use of these TAs.
However, the significantly higher frequency of second
person plural pronouns in the discourse of the Chinese TAs
may unconsciously reflect the cultural separation that
exists between themselves and their US students.

Also the

finding that these composition teachers, in contrast to
Mathematics teachers, do not use more first person plural
pronouns is significant.
In the following chapter (Chapter XI), I present the
key findings of the study and recommendations for future
research.
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CHAPTER XI

CONCLUSIONS
Discussion
In this study I have examined the deictic pronoun use
of TAs (Chinese and US) teaching English composition in
order to identify patterns of participant structures,
social groups, and social identities constructed in their
classroom discourse.

Despite the limited size of this

study a number of findings are noteworthy.
In this chapter I discuss the research questions
highlighting key findings and discuss recommendations for
future research.
The first research question dealt with participant
structures:
1.

What patterns of participant structures are

constructed by TAs?
The most common participant structure established was
the teacher addressing the whole group.

I also observed

students working individually and small groups functioning
independently, but the predominant framework involved the
teacher addressing the whole class.

Within this larger
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Structure were brief shifts in which the TA addressed
individuals or subgroups of the class.
The second research question builds on the first:
2.

What social groups/entities are constructed

through deictic pronoun use of TAs teaching English
composition?
Within the preferred participant structure of teacher
addressing the students as a group, there was a preference
for constructing you as the copresent students.

In

addressing the class, the teachers used both Individuating
and Distributive forms of you.

Significantly, use of these

forms functions below the level of conscious awareness.
While the TAs could articulate awareness of and
philosophical and pedagogical underpinnings for other
pronoun uses, they were unable to do so for the forms of
you.

In addition to constructing you as the copresent
students, TAs also addressed individuals or groups of
students, constructing you as an individual or subgroup of
the class.

These constructions were brief, shifting back

to the preferred construction of you as all the students or
to the most common construction for we, the inclusive,
teacher and students.
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Analysis of verbs cooccurring with we (teacher and
students) revealed that the activities in which this group
engages function on a continuum in which the members hold
different roles and levels of responsibility.

Further, in

the composition classroom, writing has broader semantic
value than the core semantic value of the verb, such that
TAs generally consider themselves part of the process.
Other inclusive p/es were constructed which included
the we of the teacher and students but were larger
entities.

These larger entities served to contextualize

the activities of the immediate we.
In addition to exclusive wes constructed by one USTA
and one ITA, was one commonly constructed entity of experts
in the field.

Membership in this we is in flux, inviting

students, as they are socialized to the academy and to
composition, to join its ranks.
Third person references functioned as topics of
discussion (often, writers) and also to define the
parameters of the immediate we.

References to copresent

students in the third person were rare and generally
sustained for only brief moments, minimizing the exclusion
produced.

The participants showed preference for inclusion

over exclusion.
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In addition to canonical values for pronouns, were
constructions which occurred in deictic shifts.
too, were brief but they were dramatic.

These,

When the TA took

another voice he/she drew attention to it and to the
content of the utterance.

By becoming someone else, the

teacher shifted relationships between him/herself and
students.
The third research question addresses social identity.
3.

What patterns of social identity are displayed

through deictic pronoun use of TAs teaching English
composition?
Mapping of individual participants' group memberships
revealed the overlapping nature of group memberships and
that some groups are subsumed by others.

There was

considerable variation in the complexity of maps.

Some TAs

revealed a great deal about their group memberships while
others revealed only their membership in group of teacher
and students.
Other researchers (Nelson, 1992; Ranney, 1993) have
found that students like teachers who reveal personal
information about themselves.

My findings show that both

ITAs and USTAs have styles which reveal little about
themselves.

Significantly, however, I have drawn from
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research on student attitudes {Fox, 1991; Plakans, 1994,
1997) to assert that this style may be more damaging for
ITAs than for USTAs.

If the TA does not reveal personal

information, including group memberships and activities or
reflexiveness, the students must rely on whatever a priori
notions they have for the TA.

Since undergraduates have

generally had little experience with individuals from other
countries and have been shown to have negative attitudes
towards ITAs, they may be relying on negative stereotypes.
The analysis of verbs cooccurring with first person
pronouns revealed considerable consistency in the patterns
of verb use for each participant, suggesting that this may
be a consistent part of how one presents oneself.

There

was also a great deal of variation among individuals.
Of note is the fact that the TAs did not characterize
themselves as engaging in the act of writing, but rather in
the activities of instructing.

Since all were actively

involved in graduate programs and an extensive amount of
writing, that they did not construct themselves as writers
in the composition classroom is clear evidence that the
identity of teacher is one among a "multiplicity of Is" for
each participant.
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Finally, the fourth research question addresses the
possibility of differences in pronoun use related to
culture of origin.
4.

What differences in patterns of deictic pronoun

use are evident in the discourse of Chinese versus US
TAs.
Differences in patterns of deictic pronoun use were
generally attributable to individual differences of
expression (Johnstone & Bean, 1997) and social identity.
In fact, there were more common characteristics than
differences between the Chinese and US TAs.
Pertinent to this is the finding that, as a group, the
participants showed a preference for using you over either
J or we.

This is contradictory to research which has shown

that teachers of math use more t/es than other pronouns
(Rounds, 1987).

It indicates qualitative and quantitative

differences between the discourse of the composition
classroom and the mathematics classroom.

It also raises

the need for caution in generalizing the findings about
discourse of one field to any other.
One statistically significant difference between US
and Chinese TAs emerged from the analysis of frequencies of
pronouns:

The Chinese TAs used significantly more second
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person plural pronouns than the USTAs used.

This is

particularly interesting in light of the finding that
second person forms fiinction below the level of conscious
awareness.

This, along with the characteristic that using

you separates the components of inclusive we, indicates

that despite efforts to minimize the distance between
themselves and their students, the cultural distance that,
in fact, exists between Chinese TAs and their US students
is manifested at the site of least consciousness.
The findings outlined above provide insights for ITA
research as well as for the study of deictic pronouns in
constructing social groups and identity in discourse.

Recommendations for Future Research
This study was limited by its size, which itself was
dictated by the number of ITAs available to participate.
The findings, however, suggest the need for further
research.

First, a similar study with an evaluation

component which considered both student evaluations and the
evaluations of teaching advisors would provide a more
complete picture of the possible effects of the variation
in second person pronoun use between US and Chinese TAs as
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well as the individual variation in group memberships
constructed.
Second,, since it is possible that the broad
similarities between US and Chinese TAs are the result of
their considerable experience with US culture, it would be
instructive to conduct a similar study with Chinese TAs who
have had less US teaching experience than the ITAs in this
study have had.

Such a study might reveal cultural

differences which did not emerge in my research.
Third, analysis of deictic pronoun use of ITAs from
other cultures would provide the basis for other
comparisons of the Chinese TAs as a group.

It would be

particularly interesting to determine if other ITAs also
use more second person pronouns, and whether, indeed, that
trend reflects the cultural separation which exists between
ITA and students.
Finally, identities of teachers are not only
constructed in the discourse of those teachers, but
coconstructed in classroom discourse.

An expanded study

which examines the way identities are coconstructed in the
discourse of teachers and students would illuminate both
the complexity and the richness of the process.
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APPENDIX A: SUMMARIES OF CLASS SESSIONS
Carl, 30 September 1996. Carl introduced students to
the second essay assignment, the contextual analysis.
manner is low-keyed, and calm.

His

In addition to talking

about the assignment sheet, the topics of discussion
included the novel. In the Lake of the Woods, in relation
to various contexts (e.g. existentialism, war, veterans,
Paul's Sermon on Love) as well as a student essay from the
Student's Guide which students had read for homework,
designed to provide students with an example of the type of
essay they would write.

In addition to discussing the

merits and flaws of the student essay, Carl answered
questions about the number of outside sources required for
the essay and pointed out what he hoped students would
accomplish more successfully than the student writer of the
sample essay.

Carl also distributed a copy of several

parodies of reviews of the movie "Snow White and the Seven
Dwarfs" from different distinct perspectives, which as Carl
put it "place the movie in different contexts."

He

discussed the satirical reviews in terms of the contexts
they portrayed, and then returned to the requirements for
the essay assignment and the upcoming schedule.

At the end

of class, in response to a great deal of student movement,
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Carl said "dying to get out of here aren't you\ no\ good\"
and joking "we can sit here for ten minutesX"

and then

"bye_ see you WednesdayX"
6 November 1996.

In this class session, Carl

introduced the third essay assignment, a personal response
essay.

He solicited student input to explore their

understanding of the assignment, based on their reading
about it for homework.

He explained that whatever text

they chose, it should have some meaning for them.

They

discussed the possibility of analyzing song lyrics, and he
cautioned them that in trying to analyze a song they might
find that "you enjoy it so much you have so little to say
about it\"

After discussing the essay and answering

questions from students, Carl asked students to read over
two sample essays in the Student's Guide and to write a
"paragraph or two" about how they were different.

After

several minutes in which students were writing, Carl asked
students to share their reactions.

They discussed the two

student essays until the end of class, with Carl pointing
out positive and negative aspects.

He collected their

writing, reminded them of the reading assignment for
Friday, and ended with "I'll see you then\"

Bob, 19 September 1996. Bob's class was a
Tuesday/Thursday class that met at 12:30 in the afternoon
in a basement classroom with chairs bolted to the floor.
Bob began class by taking attendance and then moved into
discussion of the differences between the first essay
students had just completed and the one they would write
next, the rhetorical analysis. As was his style. Bob often
interrupted himself to share brief anecdotes.

He told the

class he had discovered the lunch buffet upstairs in the
Student Union.

He distributed the schedule and assignment

sheet and discussed it, explaining the meaning of
rhetorical technique. Bob drew students' attention to an
excerpt in one of the stories they had read in order to
highlight the subtlety with which the author writes.

He

explained that the point of view of the story is
instriimental in creating this effect. He explored point of
view as one device a writer uses to create different
effects.

In the midst of this discussion he remembered and

reminded the class that during the last class he had asked
a student for the time and had been told it was fifteen
minutes later than it actually was.

Assuming the time was

accurate, he had dismissed class fifteen minutes early.
Bob said, "guess what_ I told my next class_ <0 what you
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had done @> \ and guess what they did\ the same <@ damn @>
thingX and I fell for it again\

He discussed plot,

setting, and character reading brief excerpts to illustrate
his points.

In addition to his other brief narratives, Bob

told a rather lengthy story, directed at one student in
particular who had been carrying on a conversation
throughout much of the class to that point.

He told about

getting together to play guitars with some of his former
students from the prison: ^Ve got together at this house in
this little tiny room_ there were about six of us in there_
and we were..bumpin into each other_ and our guitars were
mashin into each other_ .. and one of these guys . . . who
was a pretty good scam artist before he got caught_ and is
even better now\ @ that he's not getting caughtX uh.. Mike
says uh_ <Q you know there's a lot more room outside Q>_ .
. . (9.7) well I thought that was real profound you know_
because_ as a matter of fact_ we don't often think of it
that way_ but the whole_ the entire_ remainder_ the rest_
everything else that there is_ the rest of the cosmosX is
outsideX . . . and we have_ of course_ our choice of
locations_ places..to hold conversationsX."

When the

student acknowledged that he understood the message. Bob
went on to discuss the assignment.

He read from the
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assignment sheets "write at least one thousand words_ an
essay that falls short of this minimum length requirement_
will be mocked_ villified_ devalued_ and generally regarded
with scorn and disdainX" and then said "now how many words
.. do you s'pose I''d like for you to writeX"
Bob ended class by collecting the first essay and saying he
would see them next time.
15 October 1996. Bob began class by explaining the
punctuation of in-text quotations and citations.

He spent

time discussing the schedule for the upcoming unit and
essay.

He negotiated with students over the reading

assignments and then turned to discussion of the novel the
class was reading.

He asked the class if they had a

preference for discussing elements of fiction in
conjunction with discussing the novel or discussing them
separately.

When no one replied. Bob said "it's not

MondayX try a hammerheadX yknow this coffee stand up thereX
you can get a double hammerhead tooX you can get two — two
shots of expresso/ and some coffeeX"

In addition to

discussing elements of fiction, Bob gave students an
example of foreshadowing, talked about his daughter's
upcoming trip to Europe and the crash of TWA flight 800,
provided examples of irony, and discussed the novel
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extensively.

He and students brainstomed a list of the

charactersA describing each in some detail.

As he moved on

to discussion of the setting. New Orleans, he launched into
one of his many narratives, "did I tell you that I went
there a couple weeks after Mardi Gras last uh spring to get
that book I told you I bought_ did I tell you about that/"
He related his travel experiences to the book and then
returned to discussion of the point of view of the novel.
In discussing the first hundred pages of the book, the
subjects included Boetheus, the narrative structure,
dialect in the novel, the protagonist, Ignacius, and the
setting. Toward the end of class Bob showed his students
some of the articles and documents about the book and its
author which he had collected.

He described the

circumstances by which the novel was finally published and
the rejection and subsequent suicide of the author, John
Kennedy Toole.

Class ended as Bob continued to show

students some of the documents he had collected.
Terri, 4 October 1996.

Terri's class met at 8 a.m.

Monday, Wednesday, and Friday in a light room with movable
chairs. Terri began class by telling students that in
response to their questions about HIV and AIDS after their
discussion of mandatory AIDS testing during the previous
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class session, she had brought some relevant brochures from
the Student Health Center.
literature before they left-

She invited them to take the
To introduce students to the

persuasive essay, Terri asked them to write briefly about
what the words argument, negotiation, and persuasion made
them think of.

After some discussion of these concepts,

Terri played a tape of Monty Python, in which the actors
define an argument.

As Terri put it "you'll hear what an

argijment is/ and you'll hear what an argioment isn'tX."
They discussed argument, worked in small groups to develop
a position and an argument on the issue of mandatory AIDS
testing, and then discussed the assignment sheet, schedule,
and requirements for the persuasive or documented argument
essay.

Terri ended class drawing students' attention to

the amount of time they had to complete the assignment:
"so you have twenty-one days\ it'll go fast I promise you\
try to get yourself to the library as soon as possible_"
As her students begin to leave the classroom, Terri
reminded them to take more of the Health Center brochures.
15 November 1996.

Terri began by discussing the

assignment sheet for the personal reflective narrative.
She pointed out the short amount of time students had to
complete the assignment and discussed conferences.

Since
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she was conferencing with students the week of Thanksgiving
she urged students who weren't leaving town for the holiday
to sign up for conferences later in the week.

Terri spent

much of the class explaining the assignment and the
schedule.

Then, in order to help them explore how they

might make connections between their persuasive essays and
a personal narrative, she had students work in small groups
to discuss a published essay on euthanasia.

While students

worked in groups Terri circulated among them interacting
with each group.

At the end of class, she asked for their

attention and asked each student to hand in a piece of
paper telling what he/she thought he/she would write about
for the next essay.

As they left, Terri urged them to

^^have f\in at homecomingX"
Alan, 26 September 1996. Alan's class was a
Tuesday/Thursday class which met in a large lecture room in
the Economics Building from 8 to 9:15 in the morning.
Student desks were bolted to the floor and the chalkboard
at the front of the room was accessible only via the
platfoim several inches above floor level which occupied
the entire front of the room. The first class session I
observed began with Alan distributing the assignment sheet
for the rhetorical analysis.

He discussed the requirements

261

of the essay and after answering any questions that
students had he asked them to review sample essays from the
Student Guide.

He asked students to evaluate each one and

to decide what grade they would give each.

Alan used this

exercise to illustrate the requirements of the essay
assignment, discussing the strengths and weakness of each
sample essay.

They spent the class session discussing each

essay and the grades they felt it deserved.

As class

neared the end Alan directed the students' attention to one
last sample essay saying, "if one of you turned in this
essay_ I would be very happyX @00 I thought this was an
outstanding essay\" and "if you're still a little bit
unclear uh_ exactly what it is that I'm asking you to do in
this assignmentX have a closer look at his essayX".

Before

dismissing class, Alan reminded students that they would
me-.t at the library for next class and distributed a
handout for them to bring along.

He ended with "aright_

see you thenX"
12 November 1996. Alan arrived late to class
explaining that he had forgotten his keys and had had to
turn around and go back and get them.

After catching his

breath he said "course you have your essays for me/ which I
look forward to with — with great excitement/," and the
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students laughed.

He collected their essays reminding them

of what should be included.

Then he distributed the

assignment sheet for the persuasive essay and explained the
assignment.

He pointed out the need to select a specific

audience and support one's opinion with "lots of evidence."
After lengthy discussion, he distributed the schedule for
the unit, and there were questions about the final exam as
well as the timetable leading up to it.

After answering

all the questions, Alan introduced ^^the issue of the
family" which he said they would be looking at:

"I think

it does warrant further_ uh_ study and — and further
discussionX um_ since it's — it's part of uh_ the — the
political scene_ and the social scene at the momentX a lot
of people are talking about_ what's happening to the
American familyX and_ is this a good or bad thingX the
changes that we're seeingX"

Then, to introduce the subject

further, he played a tape of a song (Cat's in the Cradle).
He pointed out that one of the themes of the song and of
the debate over the family is "the issue of children." He
asked students to turn to the Hite Report on the family in
their books.

Alan explained that the report was first

published in Ms Magazine, with which none of the students
were familiar (!). He read the opening paragraphs to
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students and then asked them to freewrite in response.

He

told them they could "take off" when they had written about
a page, and they finished and left one or two at a time.
Encin's class met Monday, Wednesday, and Friday at 2
pm in a wide but short room with bolted student desks.

On

both occasions, he distributed the essay assignments on
Fridays.

It may have been this fact (Friday afternoon

before the weekend) or simply the dynamic of the class, but
there was always a carnival atmosphere of sorts.
4 September 1996.

Encin distributed the assignment

sheet for the rhetorical analysis as students trickled in
to class.

He discussed the annotated bibliography which

was part of the essay assignment.

Students felt free to

interrupt and ask questions, and they did so.
obliged them by answering their questions.

Encin

He discussed

the requirements for the essay, reminding students to
number their pages.

He pointed out due dates and asked

students to bring in articles to share on Monday. When
there were no further questions, Encin asked students for
their opinions about the article they were to have read for
homework. Students reacted to the article questioning the
author's information about teenagers from divorced families
feeling estranged from their parents.

One student asked if
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Encin had gotten along with his parents.
thought he had.

He said he

Encin asked the students to work in small

groups to discuss the essay until the end of class.
8 November 1996.

Encin began by distributing the

assignment sheet for the persuasive essay.

He asked

students to read the assignment sheet and then write an
outline of the essay.

As students finished he asked them

to write their outlines on the chalkboard.

He went through

the assignment sheet and the outlines, spending most of the
class session discussing in detail how to approach and
organize the assignment.

He answered questions from

students as they came up and participated in a lengthy
discussion about one student's topic, animal rights.

As

the hubbub overtook the class a student asked Encin if he
ate "red meat."
meat.

He replied that he doesn't really like red

The student pursued, asking if Encin doesn't eat

steaks, and Encin answered "oh yes I do."
clarified "that's red meat."

The student

And Encin, clearly

appreciating the insight, said "oh\ oh\."

He told students

he was available if they had any questions and as they
began leaving told them to have a good weekend.
Lili's class met at 10 a.m. Monday, Wednesday, and
Friday in a classroom in the Economics Building.
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23 September 1996.

Lili began class by reminding

students of what they needed to include in the portfolio
they were turning in.

She asked students to write briefly

what they thought of the peer review workshops and
conferences.

She collected essays while students wrote.

She introduced the next essay, a contextual analysis
(rhetorical analysis), placing it within the context of
other writing the students may have done as well as the
other essay assignments for the class.

She discussed the

purpose: "to try to give your audience_ your readers_ a
thorough background of this issueX" as well as to analyze
and evaluate the sources.

She noted that students were to

conduct field research or media research as well as library
research.

Lili discussed other requirements of the

assignment.

She distributed and discussed a schedule for

the upcoming unit and essay.

In the final part of the

class Lili asked students to work in small groups to narrow
their topics.

As they left, she reminded them of their

reading assignment.
6 November 1996.

Lili congratulated students on

completing what she called "the most important and
difficult essay" of the semester.

She asked students to

reflect on what they had learned from the writing
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experience and to write about it.

She introduced the

persuasive essay by reviewing the essays they had written
and how they were connected:

the first essay explored the

student's personal involvement in an issue, the second
presented different points of view on the issue, the third
was to take a position on the issue.

She discussed the

requirements of the essay, explaining that the essay
required a narrow focus and a specific audience.

She

reminded them of the three rhetorical appeals, answered
questions, and then asked students to work in small groups
to "specify a problem" and "narrow down the audience."

As

the period neared the end, students began leaving, and Lili
reminded them "if you still have problems_ you can talk to
me right after class\"
Guin's class met Tuesday and Thursday.

The student

desks were movable and arranged haphazardly two or three
deep aroiind the side and back walls of the room facing
inward, forming a horseshoe.
24 September 1996.

Guin began by reminding students

that their first essay was due. The class session was fastpaced and wide-ranging in topic.

Guin discussed the

University Writing Center, English 101 Forma, and gave his
students a pep talk about how important writing will be in
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their lives.

In introducing the next essay assignment, the

rhetorical analysis, he explored the rhetorical triangle,
the meaning of rhetoric, logos, ethos, and pathos, and the
political campaigns, and provided a brief history of
rhetoric. He likened rhetorical analysis to
deconstruction: "you need to identify what strategies the
writer is using," provided a sample structure for the essay
and emphasized the need for a thesis.

He drew examples

from the 0. J. Simpson trial, the Olympic Games, and George
Bush.

When the bell rang he graciously said to his

students, "Thank you so much\"
24 October 1996.

Guin began by reminding students

about the last date to withdraw from a class.

He told them

about the option to register for an English 102 class that
combines international and US students and invited me to
give them more information.
early.

He urged students to register

He reminded them of the materials which were to be

submitted with the essay which was due and that they would
meet at the library for the next class session. He informed
them of an additional office hour and apologized for being
unable to hold office hours that day.

Guin asked students

to read the paragraphs in the Student's Guide which discuss
the next unit and discussed "key concepts" of the unit.

He
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drew examples from Martin Luther King Jr.'s speech, "I Have
a Dream," anti-immigration initiatives, TV advertisements,
paying instate tuition, affirmative action, divorce, and
world-wide-web home pages in China.

He discussed the

requirements of the persuasive essay, and asked students to
make a list of possible topics for their third essay and
led them through a process to narrow their topics.
dissolved in talk as students left.

Class

There was no formal

ending.
Yan's class met in the Engineering Building, Tuesday
and Thursday at 11:00 a.m.

26 September 1996.

Yan began

class by asking students if they liked the conferences he
had had with them.

After getting some feedback, he

introduced the next essay by asking students to write a
definition of rhetorical analysis.

He discussed the

rhetorical triangle, logos, pathos, and ethos and drew
examples from the Democratic and Republican conventions.
Bill Clinton, and Bob Dole.
sheet and explained it.

Yan distributed the assignment

He discussed the schedule and

then, with students brainstormed, strategies for
communicating a message.

He spent much of the class

session on that activity, and near the end of class asked
students to write a brief rhetorical analysis of the essay
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they were about to turn in.

As they finished writing, the

students left one or two at a time.
29 October 1996.

Yan began class by reminding

students that their essays were due.

He distributed the

schedule for the remainder of the semester.

He asked

students to read about the new assignment and then
discussed the requirements with them.

He used student

topics as examples and divided them into groups based on
their topics.

A student suggested that they choose their

own groups, and Yan yielded to the suggestion, asking
students to think about it so they could form groups during
the next class.

He asked students to briefly review and

comment on a partner's essay and announced the option to
register for the combined (US/international students)
English 102 classes.

Together Yan and I gave students the

information. As they finished writing comments, they
drifted out of the room, and Yan said

see you Thursday."
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APPENDIX B:

INTERVIEW GUIDE

1.

What is your age?

2.

How long have you been in the US?*

3.

What is your teaching experience?

4.

What graduate program are you in?

5. In the classroom, how do you make decisions about
working with the whole group, small groups, or other kinds
of groupings?
a. Is this different that it was in your other
teaching situations?
6. In the transcripts, I noticed when instructors were
addressing the whole group, in addition to many which were
ambiguous, there were also clear uses of plural and
singular forms of you; like ^^pass your essay in," which is
singular, or "pass you essays in" - plural. Have you ever
thought about this and why you might use one or the other?
7.

Do you see differences in
— your role as a TA in the Composition Program and
your role as teacher in other teaching situations
you've experienced?

8.

— relationships with students?

9.

— classroom behavior?

10. — how students behave towards you?
11. I'd like to look at a few things in your transcripts
with you.
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