& Looting ghad Wehng € 1izabed i Wardle, T Doug

L\oqu CBedfZed &L Mocbin's , Rwil,
Discourse Communities
.éﬁ and Communities of

Practice:
Membership, Conflict, and
Diversity

ANN M. JOHNS

Johns, Ann M. “Discourse Communities and Communities of Practice: Membership, Conflict,
and Diversity.” Text, Role, and Context: Developing Academic Literacies. Cambridge, New York:
Cambridge UP, 1997. 51-70. Print.

Framing the Reading

Ann Jjohns, like the other scholars whose work you have read so far in this chapter,
is a well-known linguist—in fact, she coedited a journal with John Swales from 1985
to 1993. While she was at San Diego State University, Johns directed the American
Language Institute, the Writing across the Curriculum Program, the Freshman Suc-
cess Program, and the Center for Teaching and Learning, and she still found time
to research and write twenty-three articles, twenty-two book chapters, and four
books (including Genre in the Classroom [2001] and Text, Role, and Context, from
which the following reading is taken). Since retiring from San Diego State, Johns
continues to write articles and consult around the world.

Think of Johns’s text as the extension of an ongoing conversation in this chapter.
When John Swales defined discourse community, he noted in passing that partici-
pating in a discourse community did not necessarily require joining it, but he did
not pursue the idea of conflict within communities any further. James Gee does not
help much with this problem because he argues that people from nondominant home
Discourses can only join dominant Discourses through mushfake. This is where Ann
Johns steps in. She published well after both Swales and Gee, so
she had time to think through some of the issues they were con-
sidering and then extend the conversation by really delving into
the problem of conflict within discourse communities.

When talking about conflicts related to discourse communi-
ties, johns focuses primarily on academic discourse communi-
ties. She tafks about some of the “expected” conventions of
discourse in the academy (what she calls “uniting forces”) and
then describes sources of contention. johns brings up issues of
rebellion against discourse community conventions, change
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within conventions of communities, the relationship of identity to discourse com-
munity membership, and the problems of authority and control over acceptable
community discourse. As always, the reading will be easier for you if you can try
to relate what the author describes to your own experiences or to things you have
witnessed or read about elsewhere.

Getting Ready to Read
Before you read, do at least one of the following activities:

o If you've read other articles in this chapter already, make a list of the difficul-
ties or problems you've had with the concept of discourse communities so far.
What have you not understood, what has not made sense, or what questions
have you been left with?

+ Write a note to yourself on this question: What does the idea of membership
mean to you? When you hear that word, what do you associate it with? What
memories of it do you have? Do you often use it or hear it?

As you read, consider the following questions:

« What does it mean to have authority in relation to texts and discourse
communities?

- How does trying to become a member of a discourse community impact
your sense of self—do you feel your “self” being compressed or pressured, or
expanding?

s How are discourse communities related to identity?

If there is one thing that most of [the discourse community definitions] bave in
commion, it is an idea of language [and genres| as a basis for sharing and hold-
ing in conumon: shared expectations, shared participation, commonly (or com-
municably) beld ways of expressing. Like audience, discourse community entails
assumptions about conformity and convention (Rafoth, 1990, p. 140).

What is needed for descriptive adequacy may not be so much a search for the
conventions of language use in a particular group, but a search for the varieties
of language use that work both with and against conformity, and accurately
reflect the interplay of identity and power relationships (Rafoth, 1990, p. 144).

/%‘seumd important concept in the discussion of socioliteracies is discourse 1
..... (ommumty Because this term is abstract, complex, and contested,! T will
approach it by attempting to answer a few of the questions that are ralsed in
the literature, those that seem most appropriate to teaching and learning in
academic contexts.

1Some of the contested issues and questions are: “How are communities defined?” (Rufoth, 1990); “Do
discourse communities even exist?" {Prior, 1994); “Are they global or ocal? Cr both?” (Killingsworth,
1992); “What is the relationship between discourse communities and genres?” (Swales, 1988b, 1990).
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1. Why do individuals join social and professional communitics? &l
appear to be the relationships between communities and their genie.s

2. Are there levels of community? In particular, can we hypothesize 1 jeu
eral academic community or language?

3. What are some of the forces that make communities complex and v.n
ied? What forces work against “shared participation and shared way,
expressing?” (Rafoth, 1990, p. 140).

I have used the term discourse communities because this appears to be (ly
most common term in the literature. However, communities of practice, u
related concept, is becoming increasingly popular, particularly for acadeni
contexts (see Brown & Duguid, 1995; Lave & Wenger, 1991). In the term /-
course communities, the focus is on texts and language, the genres and lexis tha
enable members throughout the world to maintain their goals, regulate the
membership, and communicate efficiently with one another. Swales (1990, ).
24-27) lists six defining characteristics of a discourse community:

1. {It has] a broadly agreed set of common public goals.

2. [It has] mechanisms of intercommunication among its members (such s
newsletters or journals),

3. [It} utilizes and hence possesses one or more genres in the communicative
furtherance of its aims.

4. {It} uses its participatory mechanisms primarily to provide information

and feedback.

. In addition to owning genres, |it] has acquired some specific lexis.

6. [It has] a threshold level of members with a suitable degree of relevant
content and discoursal expertise.

[

The term communities of practice refers to genres and lexis, but especially
to many practices and values that hold communities together or separate them
from one another. Lave and Wenger, in discussing students’ enculturation into
academic communities, have this to say about communities of practice:

As students begin to engage with the discipline, as they move from exposure to
experience, they begin ro understand that the different communities on campus are
quite distinct, that apparently common terms have different meanings, apparently
shared tools have different uses, apparently related objects have different interpre-
tations. . .. As they work in a particular community, they start to understand both
its particularities and what joining takes, how these involve language, practice,
culture and a conceptual universe, not just mountains of facts (1991, p. 13).

Thus, communities of practice are seen as complex collections of individuals
who share genres, language, values, concepts, and “ways of being” (Geertz,
1983), often distinct from those held by other communities.

In order to introduce students to these visions of community, it is useful to
take them outside the academic realm to something more familiar, the recre-
ational and avocational communities to which they, or their families, belong.
Thus I begin with a discussion of nonacademic communities before proceeding
to issues of academic communities and membership.
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C ommunities and Membership
swodial, Political, and Recreational Communities

I"“osple are born, or taken involuntarily by their families and cultures, into some s
conununities of practice. These first culture communities may be religious,
inbal, social, or economic, and they may be central to an individual’s daily life
c+periences. Academic communities, on the other hand, are selected and volun-
1ity, at least after compulsory education. Therefore, this chapter will concen-
nate on communities that are chosen, the groups with which people maintain
ties because of their interests, their politics, or their professions. Individuals
are often members of a variety of communities outside academic life: social
and interest groups with which they have chosen to affiliate. These community
Mfiliations vary in terms of individual depth of interest, belief, and commitment.
lndividual involvement may become stronger or weaker over time as circum-
stances and interests change.

Nonacademic communities of interest, like “homely” genres, can provide ¢
a useful starting point for student discussion. In presenting communities of
this type, Swales uses the example of
the Hong Kong Study Circle (HKSC),?
of which he is a paying member, whose
purposes are to “foster interest in and " .4 professional communities?
knowledge of the stamps of Hong
Kong” (1990, p. 27). He was once quite
active in this community, dialoging fre-
quently with other members through make communities complex and
HKSC publications.? However, at this varied?
point in his life, he has other interests o
(birds and butterflies), and so he is now
an inactive member of HKSC. His commitments of time and energy have been
diverted elsewhere.

&

Why do individuals join social

Are there levels of community?

What are some of the forces that

Members of my family are also affiliated with several types of communities. 7

We are members of cultural organizations, such as the local art museum and the
theater companies. We receive these communities’ publications, and we attend
some of their functions, but we do not consider ourselves to be active. We also
belong to a variety of communities with political aims. My mother, for exam-
ple, is a member of the powerful lobbying group, the American Association of
Retired Persons (AARP). The several million members pay their dues because of
their interests in maintaining government-sponsored retirement (Social Security)
and health benefits (Medicare), both of which are promoted by AARP lobby-
ists in the U.S. Congress. The AARP magazine, Modern Maturity, is a powerful
organ of the association, carefully crafted to forward the group’s aims. Through
this publication, members are urged to write to their elected representatives

2 Note that most communities use abbreviations for their names and often for their publications. All
community members recognize these abbreviations, of course.
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bassoonist in our city orchestra.” A
horn, and contrabassoon, this musician su
of the double-reed community, The International Double Reed Society Jour-

nal. Though he has specialized, double-reed interests, he reports that he and
many other musicians also have general professional aims and val
them to musicians in a muc
musicians within the Western tradition® share knowledge; there is a common
core of language and values within this larger community. Whether they are
guitarists, pianists,
to agree, for example,
5-1 and 4-1, and that other chord intervals are weaker. They share a basic
linguisti
sharing,
play music together. As in other

expertise, values, and expectation
Thus, though a musician’s first allegiance may be to his or her own musical
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public, published texts. However, it is the written genres of communities that
re accessible to outsiders for analysis. We need only to ask professionals
\hout their texts in order to collect an array of interesting examples. One of the
most thoroughly studied professional communities is the law. In his Analysing
(;enre: Language Use in Professional Settings (1993), Bhatia discusses at some
length his continuing research into legal communities that use English and
other languages (pp. 101-143). He identifies the various genres of the legal
profession: their purposes, contexts, and the form and content that appear to
he conventional. He also contrasts these genres as they are realized in texts
[rom various cultures.

However, there are many other professional discourse communities whose 1
penres can be investigated, particularly when students are interested in encul-
turation. For example, students might study musicians who devote their lives
to pursuing their art but who also use written texts to
in their profession. To learn more about these communitie

dialogue with others
s, I interviewed a
long with those who play oboe, English
bscribes to the major publication

ues that link
h broader community. He argues that all practicing

rock musicians, or bassoonists, musicians in the West seem
that the strongest and most basic musical intervals are

¢ register and an understanding of chords and notation. Without this

considerable negotiation would have to take place before they could
professions, these musicians have a base of
s that they use to facilitate commurication,

tradition (jazz) or instrument (the bassoon), he or she will still share a great
deal with other expert musicians—and much of this sharing is accomplished
through specialized texts.

What can we conclude from this section about individual affiliations with
discourse communities? First, many people have chosen to be members of one
or a variety of communities, groups with whom they share social, political, pro-
fessional, or recreational interests. These communities use written discourses
that enable members to keep in touch with each other, carry on discussions,
explore controversies, and advance their aims; the genres are their vehicles for
communication. These genres are not, in all cases, sophisticated or intellectual,
literary or high-browed. They are, instead, representative of the values, needs,

7| would like to thank Arlan Fast of the San Diego Symphony for these community insights.
# Knowledge is also shared with musicians from other parts of the world, of course. However, some of

the cnecific examples used here apply to the Western musical tradition.
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Figure T Levels of Community.

and practices of the community that produces them. Community membership
may be concentrated or diluted; it may be central to a person’s life or periph-
eral. Important for the discussion that follows is the juxtaposition of general-
ized and specialized languages and practices among these groups. Musicians,
lawyers, athletes, and physicians, for example, may share certain values, lan-
guage, and texts with others within their larger community, though their first
allegiance is to their specializations. Figure 1 illustrates this general/specific
relationship in communities.

In the case of physicians, for example, there is a general community and a
set of values and concepts with which most may identify because they have
all had a shared basic education before beginning their specializations. There
are publications, documents, concepts, language, and values that all physicians
can, and often do, share. The same can be said of academics, as is shown in
the figure. There may be some general academic discourses,’ language, values,
and concepts that most academics share. Thus faculty often identify themselves
with a college or university and its language and values, as well as with the
more specialized areas of interest for which they have been prepared.

This broad academic identification presents major problems for scholars
and literacy practitioners, for although it is argued that disciplines are different

° For example, The Chronicle of Higher Education and several pedagogical publications are directed to a
general academic audience.
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{see Bartholomae, 1985; Belcher & Braine, 1995; Berkenkotter & Huckin,
1995; Carson et al., 1992; Lave & Wenger, 1991, among others), many faculty
believe that there is a general academic English as well as a general set of criti-
cal thinking skills and strategies for approaching texts.

Because this belief in a gencral, shared academic language is strong and uni-
versal, the next section of this chapter is devoted to this topic.

Academic Communities

What motivates this section more than anything else is its usefulness as a start-
ing point in the exploration of academic literacies and its accessibility to stu-
dents at various levels of instruction who nced to become more aware of the
interaction of roles, texts, and contexts in academic communities. Many literacy
faculty have mixed classes of students from a number of disciplines or students
just beginning to consider what it means to be an academic reader and writer.
For these students, and even for some of the more advanced, a discussion of
what are considered to be general academic languages and textual practices is
a good place to start their analyses—although not a good place to finish.

In the previous section it was noted that professionals may affiliate at vari-
ous levels of specificity within their discourse communities. They often share
language, knowledge, and values with a large, fairly heterogencous group,
though their first allegiances may be with a specialized group within this
broader “club.” This comment can apply to individuals in academic commu-
nities as well. Faculty have their own discipline-specific allegiances (to biol-
ogy, chemistry, sociology, engineering); nonetheless, many believe that there
are basic, generalizable linguistic, textual, and rhetorical rules for the entire
academic community that can apply.

Discipline-specific faculty who teach novices at the undergraduate level, and
some who teach graduate students as well, sometimes complain that their stu-
dents “do not write like academics” or “cannot comprehend” academic prose,
arguing that these are general abilities that we should be teaching. The discus-
sion that follows acknowledges their complaints and sets the stage for discus-
sions of more specific academic issues and pedagogies in later chapters.

Language, Texts, and Values

This section on academic textual practices draws principally from three sources:
“Reflections on Academic Discourse” (Elbow, 1991); Words and Lives: The
Anthropologist as Author (Geertz, 1988); and The Scribal Society: An Essay on
Literacy and Schooling in the Information Age (Purves, 1990) (see also Dudley-
Evans, 1995). Elbow and Purves are well-known composition theorists from dif-
ferent theoretical camps who were cited in Chapter I. Geertz, an anthropologist,
has studied academic communities and their genres for many years. All three of
these experts live in the United States, and this may affect their views; however, in
many universities in the world in which English is employed, these beliefs about
general text features are also shared, except perhaps in literature and some of
the humanities disciplines. Following is a composite of the arguments made by

16

17

19




/506 Chapter 4
ANN M. JOMHNS  Discourse Communities and Cornmunibies ol Viaciie e HOY/

sumumarize; to name the part of our discourse, first, second ... in conclu-

the ”1 ce a(,adcn’llks a ut the nature, values, ar ra €S ene: EXPr ( f s . g
} ~ ~ . 2Q A 1 R ¥ y 3 3 ie S
b() l 3 SN d } Ctices m g ra Xl osit 3
! 8} (8] UIL‘K, our read >

(luldellll(, })IOSG, UlClUdlng SOme commentary on eacn t()]) C.
. IGAtS must b xp 1cit. O(/ ter elect t I vOcCd l) 1lar y €a 1 I
) [ e e [ 'S SNOou l(i S ¢ ocapt C I \
< SCIY. In SOMCE cases SU(.,h S t I I)( u S P( ! ”
A (j use it w } S SCS, ¢ as with certain noun co d 3
p ase 18 Y p()Sglbl C bp o A y . ¢
s¢ CcCla lled aC"ld 1 l) T l)ﬁ N
(‘hl . [ be aus aacemic voca Ula] mus > Ust
L8 Stry d care lV. ])clld analysis C [¢ ])( (lt’b( )e(l an
N
itat nust be constructe ) L
d SLUSth eXpl!c, 1[V | hﬁ Ineth()d()l &4 11 be state carly lllc t 8
. ()EV 51 Ould a d SO l
b C I l at 18
llCﬂ([J,]L. Alnblgllltv m argul nentatio Sh()llld bC a\l()lded.
Omrient l a €n ( ) that 1CIC § aAre el 2S 1 thelr S
X ]ty ()f 8] [ a S T 1 areless
()Célbu ary, in th(,ll iation d
( 1 \% citat pl«lc 1ces, a ld 11 the 24 ent d SC O
) X cane Ces, ar Jléun] ation anda use
dah . I ecause Hlany ltClaLy (,13'5965 va l tll(f l)(l 1 sS a ld yeca (AR
N ue rso al €ssa l
A ay USe may
< 5 y classes are St(C y are ) S[)e(,lcl”‘/ WrItlel
cadingst ll €erac asses n stor 1()] nora ad’] ted
Of lh(’se (,L ses, st ld nes are te t lhe €X. (} (fQSO N adrll I
asse studen ar O
5 S Xl)()Sed O act (
o () o S$S$ O sOme ac (&
P[ JSe. ne ()f our re Sp()l Slb] fies 1 de\/(,l()])lng SOC ()l]t(,lat(. })l actices 18 (o

CX})OS‘C students to g cn S d Y b
i t 1t 1C a(:‘i(l( me texts Ul([ O a 81 ze t] €se texts ror the

expand
siom: to reveal logical connections, therefore . ..
Consider the matier of (Williams, 1989, p. 28).

Literacy textbooks for both reading and writing often emphasize the under-
.tanding and use of metadiscourse in texts. However, it is important to note
(hat language and culture can have considerable influence on the ways in which
metadiscourse is used. For example, In countries with homogeneous cultures,
itten English may have fewer metadiscoursal features (Mauranen,
«writer-responsible” cultures (see Hinds, 1987)
ritain, or Australia. As in the case of all texts,
he cultures and communities in which

icademic wr
1993) than in heterogeneous,
wuch as the United States, Great B
reademic discourses are influenced byt

they are found, often in very complicated ways.
4. The language of texts should create a distance between the writer and the 28

lext to gil/e th(f appeaid”c(f ()} ()b/@(lll’ll Ye C’eerty (1E 8 ) SI l(S orac
¢ \})()glt()ly P OSse as lelt] O]'(,\/rdcuated 5 the aulll()l S }(‘1‘01 0 >
2.. ]() 1c and ar umernt }, l“d ¢ ’)C} eale the int 1uction rves N d l‘l ( Il‘ a
p c g e S0 2 P cre )d m 1(, Fo ctio PL LH mute ¢ . b . e l S l S A G men
. . [Sh % ares auth r-evacud l
deS that eX})e] (“Ced acadCl Cs, [)(lltlﬁl]la]l) V\h(’, writ lllg certain klnd% (8] A.)‘.) e f man Oe a y W rks()) mn id ]l 1 : 4 b:ja? 27(‘]‘3
5, SNNO cC C d ! d h : d o ~l 118
5 S(,l as 51(’ L} (& )f [ su ]LLt I]d announce If lf] hL'\( : t (ns O( at x(}ry . ; ’ I ] s to use
texts ulg 21eCt ) aspect ¢ 1 e 1 1C K o | l llllh r-cvacuation 1
a (C{})l] [)()SCS as soon as p()SSlble (] )9(), p. ]‘_,: ) one ”“h as ‘h(;' t€ )\tb(())( k‘v~ ne )‘) b y ] l EJ,EO f}:(fr
LQmtinent. (ll y the 11 101 1 ’]mwul £X4 i ‘1 Ll 1C
€s inent Fln é‘) alé') 1€CT 1 a readi g ar d not (,lllé; ata, exaim ) O b ’ : :
[ o) . - ) Q o h - l - d
p 3 I narration are US(,d to su )[)()II this algm ent are essential academi ’ : ( | O
d e I)IQISCd b y ipunes. I 1 lkt mann l,‘
11)1 1ties th]t are ) dCUItV fl()ni man dlg(, l
understa (11[ g and pl €ser 24 ear lg ment a S le) ropriate to a gell((
tlng a (_] ar a urm tl
S C
are writ Ilg 51(1”8 [hat a ear TN OfF acu y sh S )])
pp a hlg[ f Cu lt WL l l f 5
5 S 10 b“l(l(f S artict
lcl] ly 11105(’ V\/h() come fl()] dl d 4 B
n Verse r] e[()llLal ¥ ld tions (see 9 ;
M() O (\C C() l(),] 8 )
St jdLUl[V lequl] C that algunl(ﬁl“g alld pll] )] ¢S a )} car ea y genera ly 1m a
l (01 ca a 1 5
11 Odl on. ()n(. of th - -Sp g Y
t 1ctl ¥ dlSLlpllnC S (Lljlc fi(,u ty w 11\ Vll
v O [ ¢lIs 1
S ot to ‘l d i < . C WJOI‘: f]lC 1 lL()
tud( 1S not spen rnU(h time Lle 1111, tll(_ throats S
g Ja Sh
ge ]g t ({()VVU to the a gulllent. "
\(/e must l)(, awa 1% C at the ple u veal t {8 Yurp >
e a C, I OWEevVEer, h SS ¢ 1o reved ()} 3> l u l ()bLS, c]](l
a gll nentation ea y mn a written text nu Y bt' a 1mre- l)e aite an d[)}) )
Qultl re-s Llﬁc l d
(93 ¥ to certair l( dS 1 tex W n spect (&6 1 CS. Illv(, [& Sl(i(ll
(8] Xts ltl } C
3 Omi ntt
) N S € 1S CO
11) € dlSLUSSI 11n tl ¢ contrastive I'h(,t()l ica / d
< 1 (l V‘(()l ({ [ g 191'165 hte t
. > é., S S rature ﬂboll
t]le notivations ror text o gﬂ 1Zation anc tent ¢ ccessit ) 1C
t rganiza < CO n 'lnd ¢
. ) , 1 S§ y (( lc |\
€re: I I)l erevea lllg L f() nation. ,()(,al cultures anc st la g g 5
th 6, f f g N y - I ~ o - l ﬁ N ¥
X . n na nguages, as
A5 dUd p S, can ¢ argu 1 [)(,Ll
WEe S acade ( (i h nes, ¢ 1€NCe NOW alld A%% he r <
\ . i b 3 arg merts @ p ar.
} 3. W?ll ’}S[S ()llhld [)7()1/7(13 17;[71)5 (024 Slgnp()sls ]()I Zh(f Hfa(i(flb Zh?()llgb()l//
the texts, t(! Iﬂg ne Iea(ié’fb wrere ”7(}) /7[7[ 2 text and where t C’l
e [6671 (174 l/?(f €
are g()l”g. By Uslng a var eiy ractics riters can assist readers i U{” (ljlcthl g/
O a w >
3 3 S818 d i
an su ”lﬂIlZlng texts an g d ') ; p
1IN undaderstandi C clat S S ar t (O
P d - d l Q d } ~ atio h - ~
. \ (&) 0O
a d d ]g 1mments. ]\/1()5 ()1 these tactics 13“ Hllde the I lCtadlscOulﬁC IUl)llC

genres, S
the passive, a common rhetoric

ways as well.
Comment. Discipline-specific faculty sometimes tell us that students are 29

unable to write “objectively” or to comprehend “objective” prose.!” These stu-
dents have not mastered the ability to clothe their argumentation in a particu-
lar register, to give it the kind of objective overlay that is valued in academic
circles. When 1 asked one of my first-year university students to tell the class
what he had lcarned about academic English, he said: “We can’t use ‘T any-
more. We have to pretend that we’re not there in the text.” In many cases, he is
. right. Literacy teachers need to help students to analyze texts for their author-
’ g evacuated style, and to discuss the particular grammatical and lexical choices
that are made to achieve the appearance of objectivity and distance.

5. Texts should maintain a “rubber-gloved” quality of voice and register. 30
They must show a kind of reluctance to touch one’s meanings with one’s naked
fingers (Elbow, 1991, p. 145).

Comment. For some academic contexts, writers appear
selves emotionally and personally from the texts, to hold their texts at arms’

length {(metaphorically). The examination of texts in which this “rubber-gloved

quality” is evident will provide for students some of the language to achieve
ers abjure the use

these ends. What can students discover? Many academic writ
of emotional words, such as wonderful and disgusting; they hide behind syntax

and “objective” academic yocabulary.

to remove them- 31

Co ? adisc i 1 i g
mment. Metadiscourse is defined in the following way:
. re
It 1s writing cadi iti
g about reading and writing. When we communicate, we use metadis

! w : A . N P S a - i i ! i
COUrse 10 e shoroa o R Bhen we ¢ peate 10 “Objective” appears in quotation marks because, though academic writing may have the appearance

1 s show, argue, claim, deny, suggest, add f being objecti I text biased

¢ s , of being objec ive, all texts are tased.
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6. Writers should take a guarded stance, especially when presenting aryi
mentation and results. Hedging through the use of modals (may, might) )
other forms (It is possible that . . .) is perhaps the most common way o b
guarded.

Comment. Hedging appears to be central to some academic discourses, pai
ticularly those that report research. In a study of two science articles on il
same topic published for two different audiences, Fahenstock (1986) faunmg
that the article written for experts in the field was replete with hedges (“apui
to hydrolyze,” “suggesting that animal food”), as scientists carefully reported
their findings to their peers. However, the article written for laypersons was
filled with “facts,” much like those in the textbooks described in Chapter 3. liiy
these and other reasons, we need to introduce students to expert and nonexjper
texts; we need to expose them at every level to the ways in which genre, con-
text, readers, writers, and communities affect linguistic choices.

7. Texts should display a vision of reality shared by members of the par
ticular discourse community to which the text is addressed (or the particular
faculty member who made the assignment).

Comment. This may be the most difficult of the general academic requir
ments, for views of reality are often implicit, unacknowledged by the faculiy
themselves and are not revealed to students. Perhaps I can show how this “real
ity vision” is so difficult to uncover by discussing my research on coursc syl
labi. I have been interviewing faculty for several years about the goals for theis
classes, goals that are generally stated in what is called a syllabus in the United
States, but might be called a class framework or schedule of assignments i
other countries. These studies indicated that most faculty tend to list as goals
for the course the various topics that will be studied. The focus is exclusively
on content. They do not list the particular views of the world that they wani
students to embrace, or the understandings that they want to encourage. In
class on “Women in the Humanities,” for example, the instructor listed topics
to be covered in her syllabus, but she did not tell the students that she wanted
them to analyze images of women in cultures in order to see how these images

shape various cultural contexts. In a geography class, the instructor listed top-
ics to be covered, but he did not tell his students about his goals for analy-
sis and synthesis of texts. Why are the critical-thinking goals and disciplinary
values hidden by most faculty? T don’t know. Perhaps instructors believe that
students should intuit the values, practices, and genres required in the course:
or the faculty have difficulty explicitly stating goals that are not related to
content. Certainly content is the most commonly discussed issuc at discipline-
specific (DS) curriculum meetings, and this may influence faculty choices. In a
later chapter I will discuss one of the questionnaires that I use to elicit from
faculty the “views of reality” or “ways of being” that my students and [ would
like to see stated explicitly in the syllabi.

In contrast to DS faculty, we literacy faculty are often most interested
in processes and understandings, in developing students metacognition
and metalanguages—and these interests are often reflected in our syllabi.

1
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Il'ollowing, | for example, are the student goals for a ﬁrft—ycar Umverswfy}{vhr;ti
wip, class developed by a committee from my university’s Department o

; it fes:11
oric and Writing Studies:
To use writing to clarify and improve your understanding of issues and texts
‘ : H 23 -, t
pr. To respond in writing to the thinking of others and to explore and accoun

for your own responses '
To read analytically and critically, making active use of what you read in
your writing
To understand the relationships between discourse structure and the quesi1
tion at issue in a piece of writing, and to select appropriate structures at the

a.

sentence and discourse levels |
lons appropriate
To monitor your writing for the grammar and usage conventions approp

to each writing situation -
{ To use textual material as a framework for understanding and writing about

other texts, data or experiences

No matter what kind of class is being taught, facul.ty need to dlscluss crltl;il(; 37
thinking and reading and writing goals frequentlyA with students. T;{ey nlcet t
review why students are given assignments, showing how these tasks relate to

3 i owth.
course concepts and student literacy gr . o

8. Academic texts should display a set of social and authority rgla;zm;s, the);
should show the writer’s understanding of the roles they play within the tex
or context.)? ‘ o N —

Comment. Most students have had very little practice in recognizing the lgnh
guage of social roles within academic contexts, although their experience wit

roles outside the classroom is often quite rich. Some stu-
n textbooks, and

[}

2 re and social :
Ic;;:ilslii’mnot recognize when they are being ta!ked down to 1 N ks, and
they cannot write in a language that shows th.elr rol(?s vis-a-vis t eltc?{)lcsvfdem
ied or the faculty they are addressing. These difficulties are particu aL( y fi idene
among ESI/EFL students; however, they are also found a'mlongl r(n)an)reason
students whose exposure to academic language has been mlmmi. hnetl "
for discussing social roles as they relate to texts frorp a gcnre,dw eyt, er azziess
“homely” discourses or professional texts, is to heighten StLL ent‘s aw reness
of the interaction of language, roles, and contexts so that they can rea
i i - istication.

‘Vrg?llﬁger;(;;i:;ii;ould acknowledge the cor'nplex and im.portantlna?ur? of 40
intertextuality, the exploitation of other texts without resorting to plagiarism.

n Qu‘ra'ndakhlr, E(1995) Rrhetoric and writing studies 100: A list of goals. Unpublished paper, San Diego
University, San Diego, CA. .
lszts\;ien | shode this point to Virginia Guleff, a graduate student, shdgf;and, tSo sFutdégti; Zi\éirtct);(;:;
i . it this way: They need to know different register pla
their place!” Perhaps we should put it t : : order (0 play
i the more effective they can become and,
ifferent rules. The more people use these registers, e m f ' ar
g'enially the more power they can have over the situation in which they are reading or writing.

oL
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Students need o practice reformulation and reconstruction of information 50

that they do not just repeat other texts by “knowledge telling” (Bereiter & Scar
damalia, 1989) but rather use these texts inventively for their purposes (called
“knowledge transforming”; Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1989).

Comment. Carson (1993), in a large study of the intell
undergraduate students, found that drawing from and Integrating textual
sources were two of the major challenges students face in attaining academic
literacy. And no wonder, Widdowson (1993, p. 27) notes that

When people make excessive and unackno
are found out, we call jt plagiarism. When
textual patchwork, we call it cre

wledged use of Janother’s text], and
people are astute in their stitching of
ativity. It is not easy to tell the difference. . . . If

a text is always in some degree a conglomerate of others, how independent can

its meaning be?

Drawing from sources and citing them appropriately is the most obvious 4

and most commonly discussed aspect of intertextuality. As a result, Swales
and Feak (1994) claim that citation may be the defining feature of academic
discourses. However, there are other, more subtle and varjed borrowings from
past discourses, for, as Widdowson notes, “Any particular text is produced or
interpreted in reference to a previous knowledge of other texts” (1993, p. 27)

10. Texts should comply with the gen
classroom.

Comment. This, of course, is another difficult chall
mentioned earlier, pedagogical genres are often loosel
described by DS faculty. It is difficult to identify the conventions of a student
research paper, an essay examination tesponse, or other pedagogical genres
because, in fact, these vary considerably from class to class, Yer DS facalty
expect students to understand these distinctions and to read a
priately for their own classes. My students and I often ask f.
a good critique for your class?” or
several student-written models and
about their assigned texts and tasks.

This section has outlined what may be some general rule
literacy, most of which are refined within each discipl
Although it would be difficult to defend several of these beliefs because of the
wide range of academic discourses and practices, listing and discussing these
factors can prepare students for an examination of how texts are socially
constructed and whether some of the points made here are applicable to
specific texts.

Of course, we also need to expose students to texts that contradict these 4«
rules for academic discourse. We should examine literary genres, which break
most of the rules listed. We should look at specialized texts that have alter-
native requirements for register. In any of our pedagogical conversations, the
objective should not be to discover truths but to explore how social and cul-
tural forces may influence texts in various contexts.

re requirements of the community or |1

y named and casually

nd write appro-
aculty: “What is
“What is a good term paper?” We request
, if possible, interview the faculty member

s for academic 4+
ine and classroom.

ectual demands on

enge for students, Ag 44 -
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Boundary, 1989). In an account of his experiences, Richard Rodriguez (1982,
p. 56}, a child of Mexican immigrant parents, wrote the following:

What I am about ro say to you has taken me more than twenty years to admit:
a primary reason for my success in the classroom was that I couldn’t forget that
schooling was changing me and separating me from the life 1 had enjoyed before
becoming a student. . . . If because of my schooling, I had grown culturally sepa-
rated from my parents, my education has finally given me ways of speaking and
caring about that fact.

Here Rodriguez is discussing his entire schooling experience; however, as si

students advance in schools and universities, they may be confronted with even
more wrenching contlicts between their home and academic cultures and lan-
guages. In her story of a Hispanic graduate student in a Ph.D. sociology pro-
gram in the United States, Casanave (1992) tells how the tension between this
student’s personal values and language and her chosen department’s insistence
on its own scientific language and genres finally drove her from her new aca-
demic community. When she could no longer explain her work in sociology in
everyday language to the people of her primary communities (her family and
her clients), the student decided to leave the graduate program. The faculty
viewed her stance as rebellious, an open refusal to take on academic commu-
nity values, By the time she left, it had become obvious to all concerned that the
faculty were unable, or unwilling, to bend or to adapt some of their disciplin-
ary rules to accommodate this student’s interests, vocation, and language.

A graduate student from Japan faced other kinds of affiliation conflicts when
attempting to become a successful student in a North American linguistics pro-
gram (Benson, 1996). This student brought from her home university certain
social expectations: about faculty roles, about her role as a student, and about
what is involved in the production of texts. She believed, for example, that the fac-
ulty should provide her with models of what was expected in her papers; she felt
that they should determine her research topics and hypotheses. This had been the
case in her university in Japan, and she had considerable difficulty understanding
why the American faculty did not conform to the practices of her home country.
She tried to follow her professors’ instructions with great care, but they chastised
her for “lacking ideas.” In her view, the faculty were being irresponsible; however,
some faculty viewed her as passive, unimaginative, and dependent. What she and
many other students have found is that gaining affiliation in graduate education
means much more than understanding the registers of academic language.

These examples are intended to show that full involvement or affiliation in
academic discourse communities requires major cultural and linguistic trade-
offs from many students. Faculty expect them to accept the texts, roles, and
contexts of the discipline, but acceptance requires much more sacrifice and
change than the faculty may imagine. In our literacy classes, we can assist
academic students in discussing the kinds of problems they encounter when
attempting to resolve these conflicts. However, we can also assist our faculty
colleagues, who often are unaware of their students’ plight, through work-
shops, student presentations, and suggestions for reading.

v
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Issues of Authority

What happens after a person has become an academic initiate, after he or
she has completed the degree, published, and been advanced? Th_erc are sg]l
community issues to contend with, one of which relates to authgrlty, Bakhtin
(1986, p. 88) noted that “in each epoch, in each social circle, in cach sm.all
world of family, friends, acquaintances and comrades in which a human being
grows and lives, there are always authoritative utterances that sct th§ tone.”

In academic circles, these “authoritative utterances” are made by journal or
e-mail interest-group editors, by conference program planners, and by othe.rs.
At the local level, this authority can be held by department chairs or by c.halrs
of important committees. Prior (1994, p. 522) speaks of these qcademlcally
powerful people as “an elite group that imposes its language, beliefs and val-
ues on others through control of journals, academic appointments, curricula,
student examinations, research findings and so on.” It is important to note that
Prior extends his discussion beyond authority over colleagues to broad authox.'~
ity over students through curricula and examinations. This type of pgdagogl—
cal authority is very important, as all students know, so it will be discussed
further. ‘

In many countries, provincial and national examinations drive the currlcu.la,
and theoretical and practical control over these examinations means authority
over what students are taught. In the People’s Republic of China, for example,
important general English language examinations have been based for years on
word frequency counts developed in several language centers th.roughout. the
country. Each “band,” or proficiency level on the examination, is determined
by “the most common 1,000 words,” “the most common 2,000 worgls,” and
so on.' Although features of language such as grammar are tested in thege
examinations, it is a theory about vocabulary, based on word frequency, that is
central. It is not surprising, then, that most Chinese students believe that voc'ab~
ulary is the key to literacy, particularly the understanding of “exact” meanings
of words. When I have worked with teachers in China, [ have frequently been
asked questions such as “What is the exact meaning of the term ‘discourse’?
What does ‘theory’ mean?” These teachers requested a single definition, some-
thing I was often unable to provide.

The centralized power over important examinations in China, over the
TOEFL and graduate entrance examinations in the United States, and over the
British Council Examinations in other parts of the world gives considerable
authority within communities to certain test developers and examiners. This

¥ “Most common” appears in quotation marks because what is most common (other than functiovn
words) is very difficult to determine. These lists are influenced by the type of language data that is
entered into the computer for the word count: whether it is written or spoken, its register etc. If data
are varied, other vocabulary become common. ) -

At one point in my career, | attempted to develop low-proficiency English for Business textbooks for
adults using a famous publisher’s list of most common words. 1 failed because the Qata used to establish
the frequency lists were taken from children’s boaks. The common words in children’s language and
thaca mact rammnn in hiiciness lanaiage are ronsiderably different (lohns. 1985).
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authority permits little pedagogical latitude to teachers preparing students fon
these “gate-keeping™ examinations. As practitioners, we can use test prepara
tion pedagogies, or we can critique these examinations (Raimes, 1990), as wy
should; but we cannot institute large-scale change until we gain control .l
authority over the examination system.

With students at all academic levels, we practitioners should raisc the issie -
of authority, status, and control over community utterances in literacy clasnes
About their own social groups, we can ask: “Who has status in your clubs anil
why? Who has status in your ethnic or geographical communities and why -
How do they exert control over people, over utterances, and over publications -
When referring to academic situations and authority, we can ask: “Who wrol.
this textbook? What are the authors” affiliations? Are they prestigious? Ilow
does the language of the textbook demonstrate the author’s authority over the
material and over the students who read the volume?” We can also ask: “Who
writes your important examinations? What are their values?” Or we can ash.
“Who has status in your academic classrooms? Which scudents have autho
ity and why?” And finally, we might ask: “How can you gain authority in (e
classroom or over texts?”

Throughout a discussion of authority relationships, we need to talk about
communities, language, and genres: how texts and spoken discourses are uscd
to gain and perpetuate authority. We can assist students to analyze authorita
tive texts, including those of other students, and to critique authority relation
ships. Our students need to become more aware of these factors affecting thei
academic lives before they can hope to produce and comprehend texts that
command authority within academic contexts.

Conventions and Anticonventionalism

There are many other push and pull factors in academic communities, fac
tors that create dialogue, conflict, and change. Communities evolve constantly,
though established community members may attempt to maintain their power
and keep the new initiates in line through control over language and genres. A
student or a young faculty member can be punished for major transgressions
from the norm, for attempting to move away from what the more established,
initiated members expect. In order to receive a good grade (or be published),
writers often must work within the rules. Understanding these rules, even if
they are to be broken, appears to be essential.

As individuals within an academic community become more established
and famous, they can become more anticonventional, in both their texts and
their lives. Three famous rule breakers come to mind, though there are others.
Stephen J. Gould, a biologist, has written a serics of literate essays for the general
public, principally about evolution, that look considerably different from the
scientific journal article. Gould has broken his gencric traditions to “go public”
because he alrcady has tenure at Harvard, he likes to write essays, and he enjoys
addressing a public audience (see Gould, 1985). Deborah Tannen, an applied
linguist, has also “gone public,” publishing “pop books™ about communicartion
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hetween men and women that are best-scllers in the U.nitcd Sta.tcs (S.WA la\.mlclny,

19%6, 1994). She continues to write rclativcly lconvcnponal articles 11‘1 ](lulxrnq ,M

Lut she also writes often for the layperson. Clifford (,wce'rtz, the anthl()p(} ogrtt
.efuses to be pigeon-holed in terms of topic, argumentation, or gel.n‘we.’ Usmgi 115‘

own disciplinary approaches, he writes texts on academxf cultm fs)as we lais

‘he ¥exotic” ones that are typical to anthropologlsts (sAee (re'ertz‘, )')6'8).) (I?\]u d,
Linnen, and Geertz have established thcmselves wnbm their dlSClp‘lAlll)Lj‘?. tl()\\'zv‘
lumous, they can afford to defy community conventions as they write in their

”]dll{vtlx(li:ilrgzgﬁi,rslé is a minefield for many students, however. They first ‘necd’ to
understand some of the basic conventions, concepts, and. values ot ﬂAL(.)l'lll’hU—
nity’s genres. Learning and using acadcm}c conventions 1s not easy,‘ t()l- rélany.
wtudents receive little or no instruction. To compound the problems, stu el?fs)
need constantly to revise their theories of genres and genre com'enno)n:% ‘(scc
Bartholomae, 1985). Some graduate students, for examplg, often exprcsslgfon.r
(1sion about conventions, anticonventions, and the breaking ()'f rules, Yf)()l . "m
ulty advice appears to be idiosyncratic, .basch not on cgmmt.llmFy c}onlx Lntl::i
hut on personal taste. Some facglty thcsw advisers, particulal }Prl'm t 110 1}111;1(]erg
ties, require a careful review of the hteratu_re and accept not mg € te,do hers
may insist on “original”'® work without a literature review. For §.on?c a Vllst:lé
there is a “cookie cutter” macrostructure that all papers must tollo)w; \ot‘urs
may prefer a more free-flowing, expcrirpentgl_text. (xradu.atc stuc‘iltnt?‘u).n‘)h
plain that discovering or breaking these implicit rules requires nlmu r‘lcsemgl(i
and many visits to faculty offices, as well as many drafts of their thesis chaprers
(see Schneider & Fujishima, 1995). N

It should be clear from this discussion that we cannot.tell students “trut 1.5

about texts or community practices. However, we can hc1ghten studcxl]t awalf—
ness of generic conventions, and we can assist students in form%llatmpflquAcs7
fions that can be addressed to faculty. In our llteracy.classes, we are d(_:VL f)le,Ei
researchers, not dogmatists, students who explore ideas and litcracies rather

than seek simple answers.

Dialogue and Critique

In any thriving academic community, there is constant dialogue:) drl‘saAgreanI;t:
among members about approaches to }‘esearch,‘ gl)out argumclrttiafl)(?ni g,/md
topics for study, and about theory. Th.C journal 56167760. ackn()w. L< g,cs this ;(".,
accepts two types of letters to the ed{tor to enable writers to u.n{y outI %n or
mal dialogues. In other journals, sections are sct aside for short 1}1tc1g(11<llng',c

between two writers who hold opposing views (see thc Journal of Secolrz :L.z;‘z—
vuage Writing, for example). Most journals carry crlth'ueslgf new vo.fL;lmcsl m'
book review sections, and many published articles are in .ualogufe with other
texts. Academic communities encourage variety and critique (within limits),
because that is how they evolve and grow.

15 Sinre | am areuing here that all texts rely on other texts, F put “original” in quotation marks.
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Most professional academics know the rules for dialogue: what topics arc ey
rently “hot,” how to discuss these topics in ways appropriate for the readee:
their genres, how far they can go from the current norms, and what they can g
{data, narratives, nonlinear texts) to support their arguments. Some profession
who understand the rules can also break them with impunity. They can push the
boundaries because they know where the discipline has been and where it may it
going, and how to use their authority, and the authority of others, to make theif
arguments. In a volume on academic expertise, Geisler (1994) comments that
there are three “worlds” with which expert academics must be familiar befor
they can join, or contravene, a disciplinary dialoguc: the “domain content world*
of logically related concepts and content; the “narrated world” of everyday ex e
rience; and the “abstract world” of authorial conversation. Academic experts
must manipulate these worlds in order to produce texts that can be in dialogue o1
conflict with, yet appropriate to, the communitics they are addressing.

This discussion has suggested that communities and their genres are uscl
to study not only because they can share conventions, values, and historics
but becausc they are evolving: through affiliation of new, different members;
through changes in authority; through anticonventionalism, dialogue, and cri-
tique. Students know these things about their own communities; we need (0
draw from this knowledge to begin to explore unfamiliar academic communi-
ties and their genres. :

This chapter has addressed some of the social and cultural factors that influ- &
ence texts, factors that are closely related to community membership. Althougls
there is much debate in the literature about the nature of discourse communi-
ties and communities of practice, it can be said with some certainty that com
munity affiliations are very real to individual academic faculty. Faculty refer to
themselves as “chemists,” “engineers.” “historians,” or “applied linguists”; they
read texts from community genres with great interest or join in heated debatcs
with their peers over the Internet. They sometimes recognize that the language,
values, and genres of their communities (or specializations) may differ from
those of another academic community, though this is not always the case. At a
promotions committee made up of faculty from sixteen departments in which
I took part, a member of the quantitative group in the Geography Department
said of a humanities text, “We shouldn’t accept an article for promotion with-
out statistics.” And we all laughed, nervously.

Academics, and others, may belong to several communities and have in com- i -
mon certain interests within each. Thus, faculty may have nothing in common
with other faculty in their disciplines but the discipline itself; their social, politi-
cal, and other interests can, and often do, vary widely. In one department, for
example, musical interests can be diverse. There may be country-western fans,
opera fans, jazz enthusiasts, and those whose only musical experiences consist
of listening to the national anthem at baseball games. Recreational interests
may also differ. Among faculty, there are motorcyclists and bicyclists, hikers
and “couch potatoes,” football fans and those who actually play the sport.

A complex of social, community-related factors influences the socioliteracies
of faculty and the students who are in their classes. As literacy practitioners. we
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need to help our students examine these factors by bringing other faculty and
~iudents, and their genres, into our classrooms, as well as drawing from our
own students’ rich resources.
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