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ABSTRACT 

EVOCATIONS OF SELVES 

IN "DISAPPEARED" EIGHTH GRADE GIRLS: 

AN INTERVIEW STUDY OF THEIR RESPONSES 

TO PEER CONFERENCING IN PROCESS WRITING 

MAY 1994 

MARYANN RUTH CATHERINE JENNINGS, 

B.A., AMERICAN INTERNATIONAL COLLEGE 

M.A., AMERICAN INTERNATIONAL COLLEGE 

Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 

Directed by: Professor Patt Dodds 

The reality of students' affective experiences in 

the peer conference phase of process writing has been 

underresearched and real student voices are missing 

from the literature. Adolescent girls' development of 

self - actually a corporation of selves - and identity 

is a site of struggle within oppressive dominant 

discourses, often resulting in girls' disappearing into 

a gender-stereotyped loss of that self/selves and 

identity. In this study, a series of four interviews 

with five pairs of "disappeared" eighth grade girls 

provides the voices of adolescent girls discussing 

their experiences with and affective responses to peer 
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conferencing. A modified form of Brown [1988] and Brown 

and Gilligan's [1990] model for reading/listening for 

care and justice perspectives was used to guide 

interpretations of the interviews. These "disappeared" 

girls talk of intricate, interior negotiations around 

offering suggestions to peers about their writing, 

revealing a balancing or blending of care and justice 

concerns. This blending indicates their capacity to 

interrelate broadly across the human spectrum of 

response, from independence to connection. These voices 

also give evidence that peer conferencing offers 

opportunities for girls to rehearse and express 

resistance to dominant discourses as they struggle to 

establish their selves and to hold on to their selves 

in the writing. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Introduction and Statement of Problem 

Through twenty years of research and practice, the 

teaching of writing as a process has shown it is an 

effective method of enabling students to improve their 

writing [Cooper and Odell, 1978; Foster, 1983; Goswami 

and Stillman, 1987; Hillocks, 1986; Huff and Kline, 

1987; Krendl and Dodd, 1987; NCTE, 1979; Petrosky and 

Bartholomae, 1986; Raphael et al, 1988, Tarvers, 1988], 

Writing process (or process writing) is a general 

approach to the teaching of writing that asks students 

to focus on the various and sometimes recursive phases 

through which a writer moves a piece of writing from 

initial ideas to final copy. 

This method operates from the fundamental concept 

that knowing language facts is quite different from 

understanding language processes. Writing is an 

activity, not a set of ideas or a mass of information, 

and learning to write is a matter of discovering how to 

do something. Further, that activity is characterized 

by the recursive enterprises of prewriting, drafting, 

and revising. 
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While it is not a single, unitary entity, teaching 

writing as a process shifts the focus from the end 

product to the process by which one arrives there. It 

openly gives students the skills and strategies they 

need to succeed with writing. To do so, a safe, 

non-hierarchical classroom is required, a classroom in 

which the relationship between teacher and students is 

neither polarized nor antagonistic with the teacher as 

source of all knowledge. Such an atmosphere is 

companionable and encouraging with careful attention 

placed on the students' knowledge and struggle. 

While writing may be accomplished by one's self, 

in isolation, it is actually a kind of community 

activity, always involving a writer, a message, the 

medium of language and an audience [Britton, Burgess, 

Martin, McLeod and Rosen, 1975; Elbow, 1973; Graves, 

1983; Moffett, 1968]. In order for the writer to know 

her/his work is effective and successful, the meaning 

must bridge the distance between writer and audience. 

Only by sharing trial drafts and receiving an 

audience's comments, questions and suggestions can the 

writer determine the extent of her/his success and/or 

the need for further revision. The adolescent in school 

accomplishes this exchange and feedback in the phase of 

writing process called "peer conference" [Calkins, 

1986; Graves, 1983; Moffett, 1968]. Basically, in a 
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peer conference a student reads aloud her/his text to 

peers, asking for peer questions, comments and 

suggestions on the text's content (clarity, coherence, 

logic). 

Reading research on teaching writing, experiencing 

writing process in my own classroom, and conducting a 

pilot study have highlighted the importance of peer 

conferencing for me. Thus, of the many possible 

activities which can take place in a writing process 

classroom, only peer conferencing and revising will be 

used as the focal points in this study. In revising, a 

writer makes changes in the content of a piece by 

deleting, expanding, adding, or rearranging, frequently 

in response to feedback given by peers in conferences. 

The majority of research on writing is 

carefully built around cognitive knowledge, the 

objective facts of composing and teaching writing 

[Britton et al, 1975; Emig, 1971; Flower and Hayes, 

1981; Gregg and Steinberg, 1980]. The cognitive domain 

encompasses reason, all mental activity involved in 

knowing, and the mind's functions of information 

processing and acquisition of knowledge. Researchers 

have not much examined the affective domain, which 

embraces emotion, subjective feelings and thoughts as 

they relate to an individual's experiences and 

personality and her/his perceptions of them. 
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Many researchers, while using student voices, 

allow them to speak only to the cognitive domain; that 

is, what writing is and how one does it. Thus, the 

nature of what students experience and how they feel 

about those experiences as they perform the activities 

of the writing process remain a mystery. It is 

important to inquire into the affective domain because 

what students experience may provide us valuable 

information about what we ask them to do in writing 

process classrooms. In addition, it may show us how 

writing process activities, specifically peer 

conferencing, affect the psychological development of 

the adolescent self. 

Given what is currently understood about 

adolescents' development and their sense of self, some 

writing process activities, specifically peer 

conferencing, might lead to negative affective 

responses. Traditionally, sense of self is one's 

descriptive attributes or behavioral characteristics as 

seen from one's personal perspective or the sum of 

descriptions one would take to be a true representation 

of oneself (relation-to-self, self knowledge). The 

exposure of the self in writing, the sharing of 

writing, negotiating peer interactions, all may be 

risky and threatening for adolescents. 
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In current thinking and as referred to most often 

in this document, the self is less a single core than a 

changeable constellation of entities, one's fluid 

identity in process. It is not a singular (self) but a 

plural (selves) conception. Thus, the term "selves" is 

used primarily here to acknowledge that plurality even 

while the phrase "sense of self" is also used to 

indicate an awareness of identity which is not 

necessarily an awareness of that corporation of selves. 

Further, the composite term "self/selves" is used to 

mark that blended concept of singularity and plurality. 

At adolescence, young people struggle to discover and 

understand who they are and what they mean. Somehow, 

they must manage a coherent existence, constituting 

their selves from within while the dominant discourses 

without work to construct those same selves. 

Recent studies [Gilbert and Taylor, 1991; 

Gilligan, 1987, 1990; Gornick, 1971; Spender and 

Spender, 1980] have shown that girls in particular are 

at higher risk during adolescence with regard to 

feeling threatened and vulnerable in situations such as 

peer conferencing. According to Gilligan [1982, 1987], 

adolescent girls who operate from an ethic of care in a 

world dominated by an ethic of justice, risk losing 

touch psychologically with their emerging self/selves. 

They begin to silence that self/selves as they seek to 
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establish and maintain relationships with others. With 

that silencing, they begin to lose touch with 

themselves and "disappear." Their struggle is 

complicated by being situated in a language system and 

discourse practices which regulate and limit their 

visions of themselves as young women. These disappeared 

young women are the adolescents I am most interested in 

for this study. 

Thus, the confluence of my interests in what 

students experience in peer conferences and my concern 

for adolescent girls' development of self/selves urges 

me toward two intertwined research guestions: 

1. What do adolescent girls have to say about 
their experiences in writing process peer 
conferencing? 

2. How do adolescent girls affectively respond to 
the peer conferencing components of writing 
process? 

Significance of the Study 

This study is the first effort to gather 

practical, descriptive information about adolescent 

girls' affective experience in the writing process 

classroom. It will enrich what is already known about 

the cognitive domain of writing and teaching writing 

(methods, skills, strategies) by adding information 

about the affective domain of adolescents doing peer 

conferencing and revising (experiences, thoughts, 
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feelings). Such information will be of help to the 

teacher of writing by providing information about the 

psychological and affective impact of those writing 

process activities. 

This study also will provide information about the 

experiences of peer conferencing and revising for some 

adolescent girls, particularly those identified as 

potentially "disappeared," and the possible impact of 

these writing process phases on their sense of self. 

Further, this work will elaborate a portion of an 

earlier pilot study's findings [Jennings, 1991]. In 

that study, I glimpsed unexpected evidence of a human 

wholeness of self not generally seen in adolescents. 

Such wholeness is a move away from gender-stereotyped 

behaviors towards a kind of androgenous capacity for 

expressing the full spectrum of human concerns, a 

capacity enabling girls to exhibit strength and 

independence and boys to display compassion and 

connection. 

In that pilot study, both adolescent girls and 

boys expressed concerns stereotypically connected to 

the gender different from their own? that is, when 

talking about peer conferencing, girls made 

particularly strong statements regarding their 

authority over their writing (a stance typically 

expected of males) and boys made very clear statements 
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of care for the feelings of other students (a position 

ascribed generally to females). This finding suggests 

to me that peer conferencing may give adolescents the 

opportunities to exercise the full range of human 

capacities for care and justice that are largely 

missing from other parts of their lives. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study is designed to find out what it is like 

for selected eighth grade girls to do peer conferencing 

and revising. It is not a full scale examination of the 

writing process itself or of the teaching of writing as 

a process. Nor am I concerned with the experience of 

adolescents in general. The study's sample is 

purposefully limited to those adolescent girls who 

exhibit the described characteristics of being 

"disappeared." 

Since the sample is small and limited, it cannot 

be assumed that findings from these participants would 

be true of all adolescent girls. Nonetheless, the data 

and conclusions from this project will help illuminate 

some adolescent girls' experiences with peer 

conferencing and revising and inform subsequent studies 

of adolescent girls. 
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A further limitation resides in the data analysis 

framework developed by Brown and Gilligan [1991]. 

Although providing for multiple readings of/listenings 

to the data, it depends heavily upon the understanding 

and interpretations of one person, the researcher. I 

designed this study to expand the original interpretive 

framework by modifying the analysis protocol and by 

providing opportunities for the participants to express 

their interpretations and for their teachers to provide 

comments on the girls' changed behaviors in the 

classroom. 

In light of the increasing presence of women in 

the social, cultural, and economic spheres of this 

country (which belies the unspoken increasing 

constrictions on female gender role behavior), we need 

to find and root out those educational practices that 

conserve and perpetuate the positioning of girls and 

women as "less than." We need to ask adolescent girls, 

already "disappeared" under the pressure of external 

forces, to describe their experiences in peer 

conference and revising. We need to know whether those 

experiences enhance their confidence and sense of self, 

not undermine them. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Just as many varied experiences and texts carried 

me to the beginning of a dissertation, uncounted texts 

urged me forward and form the interwoven historical and 

conceptual basis for my questions. Thus this literature 

review starts at the skin of my experience as a teacher 

of writing process and moves inward toward the heart of 

my teacher-feminist concerns with strengthening girls' 

sense of self. 

The journey begins with a look at the historical 

development of teaching writing as a process, noting 

the abundance of cognitive testimony from student 

writers and the scarcity of inquiry into the affective 

domain of learning writing as a process. Connections 

are made between writing, self-discovery and the 

development of self/selves (not a singular entity but 

rather a shifting display of entities). Going deeper 

into writing process, I examine the history and concept 

of the peer conference phase and lament the absence of 

student voices about that experience. 

Entering the realm of psychological development, I 

trace the works outlining adolescence in general with 
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its grounding in boys' experience and close in on the 

scholarly revelations of the different experience for 

girls. Further, my look at the relationship between the 

nature of the development of the female self/selves and 

the context of culture and society's dominant 

patriarchal discourses crosses the path of writing 

process and leads ultimately to my research questions. 

Teaching Writing as a Process 

By the mid 1960s, generations of complaints 

against the dominant product model of teaching writing, 

which focused primarily on correctness of form and 

surface conventions, finally resulted in the 

development of teaching writing as a process, not a 

product. Findings about the negligible effects of 

teaching grammar and/or the harmful effect of spending 

time on it instead of actually writing [Braddock, 

Lloyd-Jones, and Schoer, 1963], coupled with the 

pronouncement that composition is a process and should 

be taught as a process [Douglas, 1966], helped 

establish a new teaching approach and opened a new 

field for research into writing and the teaching of 

writing. 
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After years of focusing on correctly written 

products as the goal, teachers and researchers began to 

realize that students needed to learn how to write; to 

do that, they needed to understand what writers 

actually do when they write. The difference between 

just knowing language facts and understanding language 

processes is the difference between "knowing that" and 

"knowing how". They are two different kinds of 

knowledge, not antecedent and consequent; learning that 

is "acquiring information"; learning how is "improving 

in ability" [Foster 1983, p. 117]. 

While there has always been continual academic/ 

scholarly concern about what writers actually do when 

they write, such interest was primarily limited to the 

dissection of published pieces, literary notebooks, 

letters and diaries - all final products of the writing 

process. There was no explication of the processes 

writers used to get to these final, polished products 

in order to assist or instruct students in their own 

writing. For the most part, for students, writing 

remained a solitary and mysterious conjuration. 

Gradually, through the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s, 

scholars discovered and described models of the writing 

process that approximate what goes on when a writer 

sits down to compose a work [Braddock, Lloyd-Jones and 
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Schoer, 1963; Cooper and Odell, 1978; Frazier, 1966; 

Moffett, 1968; Murray, 1980; NCTE, 1979; Rohman and 

Wlecke, 1964]. Most agreed that there are three basic 

components: (a) prewriting, the finding, exploration 

and expansion of ideas; (b) drafting. getting the ideas 

on paper; and (c) revision, reconsidering the ideas, 

the treatment they receive, and the way they are 

expressed. 

Rohman and Wlecke [1964] were the first to suggest 

stages writers went through: prewritina-writina- 

rewriting. They believed this linear composing process, 

rather than grammar and drills, could become the 

content of a successful writing course. This linear 

model of composing was soon expanded to a more accurate 

description of the composing process as "recursive”: an 

interactive procedure, a dynamic, circular flow 

sparking synthesis and creation, repeating itself 

indefinitely or until a satisfactory condition is 

reached [Emig, 1964, 1971, 1983]. 

Macrorie [1968] and Elbow [1973, 1981, 1986] 

expanded the understanding of rewriting to include 

revision as seeing again and getting the ideas right. 

They separated revision. which meant moving around 

words and sentences and adjusting content, from 

editing, which meant adjusting the etiquette of 
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presentation (spelling, punctuation and the like) 

[Tarvers, 1988]. This important distinction gives 

students a way to focus solely on the content of their 

writing, to see if their text makes sense and has the 

effect they want, without hobbling their authorship 

with surface conventions. 

My review of recent studies shows evidence that, 

on the whole, the approach of teaching writing as a 

process works: it is a successful method of enabling 

students to improve their writing and their 

metacognitive awareness. One review outlines four 

studies of successful acquisition of writing skills in 

5th & 6th graders, exhibiting their metacognitive 

knowledge about the process of writing narrative and 

expository texts [Raphael et al., 1988, 1989]. A 

district-wide assessment of 5th, 7th, 9th & 11th grades 

demonstrates that writing skills were positively 

related to writing process [Stoneberg, 1988]. Another 

evaluation sampled student writing and used 

questionnaires in a three-year study which shows an 

increase in learning about writing and confidence level 

[Krendl and Dodd, 1987]. Although there are ongoing 

debates about aspects of writing process, there is a 

broad body of knowledge about the teaching and learning 
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of writing and the composing process itself 

[Herrington, 1989; Hillocks, 1986]. 

Cognitive and Affective Dimensions of Writing 

Nonetheless, within the established body of 

knowledge about teaching writing as a process, precious 

little tells us about the affective experiences of 

learning writing as a process. While some works may 

offer a glimpse of students doing writing [Atwell, 

1987; Berkenkotter, 1984; Calkins, 1983; Goswami and 

Stillman, 1987], the focus is forever on the cognitive 

domain, the empirical, measured realm, the what and how 

of doing writing. 

Thus, there are two problems with the literature 

as it stands. First, in its efforts to establish a 

knowledge base, most research into teaching writing 

process has concentrated on the cognitive domain, 

successfully constructing important new knowledge by 

using quantitative or empirical blueprints but 

completely bypassing the affective domain; such 

research assumes a flat objectivity. This stance of 

objective science has made the composing process 

synonymous only with intellect/cognition, ignoring the 

affective domain and thus halving reality. Since 
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research has addressed primarily the cognitive 

dimension, it is now time to explore the affective 

experience of writing process. 

The second problem is the mystery of the missing 

details about the experience of doing the writing - the 

affective realm of "What's it like?" and "How does it 

feel?" This is an ineffable dimension of students' 

existence, available only in their own voices which are 

remarkably absent from most research. Only the students 

themselves can provide the interior description of what 

feelings and experiences interweave and accompany the 

cognitive doing of writing process. 

The three student voices heard in Berkenkotter's 

[1984] study of student writers' authority over their 

texts are the earliest opening into the affective 

dimension of writing I could find. By using different 

writers' quotes that display a flux of confusion, 

pride, anger, resignation and hope as counterpoint to 

their writing group feedback, Berkenkotter discovers 

(writers) would respond to their readers in 
significantly different ways depending on the 
writer's personality, level of maturity, and 
ability to handle writing problems [p. 313]. 

and that 

...out of their transactions with their readers 
some students would assert their proprietary 
rights over their texts while others would gain - 
or lose - a sense of authority [p.313]. 
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Further, she writes, 

These responses hinge on a number of subtle 
emotional and intellectual factors. We need to 
learn more about these factors and about the 
process through which writers gain a sense of 
authority over their texts [p. 318]. 

Brand [1987] restates Berkenkotter's challenge 

bluntly: "...a realistic and complete psychology of 

writing must include affective as well as cognitive 

phenomena" [p. 436]. She further elaborates the 

heretofore unmentioned connection between cognition and 

the affective domain. Because writers "arrange and 

rearrange...decide what belongs and what 

doesn't...exercise possibilities... remember...[and] 

predict" [p. 436] and because "writing is an exercise 

in inclusion and exclusion" [p. 437], there is a link 

between cognition and affect. Inquiry into this 

intersection finds that personality may govern 

discursive style [Jensen and DiTiberio, 1984; Selzer, 

1984], just as discursive style has an impact on 

personality [Brand, 1980? Denman, 1981]. What is known 

and who knows it - knowledge and the self/selves - 

cleave and twine to yield text. 
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Writing and Self-discovery 

The act of writing is often an intimate revealing 

of the vulnerable self/selves to others and, at the 

very least an audience of the self/selves. Writing has 

probably been used as a vehicle for self-knowledge and 

personal growth ever since people began to keep 

diaries, collect personal letters, and even record in 

ship's logs. As Rohman [1965] tells it, 

"...journal-keeping is an exercise in the discovery of 

myself for myself" [p. 109]. 

Rohman and Wlecke's [1964] notion of 

self-discovery through writing was a harbinger of the 

1966 Dartmouth Conference at which scholars and 

teachers challenged the traditional concept of writing 

as a display of mastered knowledge and consistent 

application of standard rules, proposing instead an 

approach that de-emphasized grammar and rhetoric to 

focus on the student's personal growth through 

language. Thus students were encouraged to enjoy "free" 

writing experiences, where ideas flowed first and form 

and content were worried about later, if at all [Judy 

and Judy, 1981]. This recognition of the personal 

dimension afforded teachers and students more fertile 
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and more readily available sources of writing and 

opened the still relatively unexplored connections 

among the realms of writing, psychological growth and 

the affective domain. 

Professional associations weighed in by 

formulating professional practice guidelines which 

recognized the affective effects of writing process. 

The National Council of Teachers of English developed a 

1974 Position Statement which included directions for 

taking care of students' developing self/selves and 

sensitivity: 

Through language we understand, interpret, enjoy, 
control, and in part create our worlds. The 
teacher of English, in awakening students to the 
possibilities of language, can help students to 
expand and enlarge their worlds, to live more 
fully. 
Since a major value of writing is self-expression 
and self-realization, instruction in writing 
should be positive.... They should be freed from 
fear and restriction so that their sensitivity and 
their abilities can develop [p. 219]. 

And in 1979, in The Report of the Committee on Writing 

Standards, the NCTE claimed: 

Beyond the pragmatic purpose of shaping messages 
to others, writing can be a means of self- 
discovery, of finding out what we believe, know, 
and cannot find words or circumstances to say to 
others. Writing can be a deeply personal act of 
shaping our perception of the world and our 
relationships to people and things in that world. 
Thus, writing serves both public and personal 
needs of students, and it warrants the full, 
generous, and continuing effort of all teachers 
[p. 24]. 
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This way of connecting the affective domain with 

the act of writing opened up more abundant sources for 

that writing. Yet all such writing can not be 

accomplished in a kind of vacuum just for the 

self/selves. A return must be made to the notion that 

writing is actually a community activity involving the 

writer, a message, the medium of language and an 

audience [Britton et al., 1975? Elbow, 1973; Graves, 

1983; Moffett, 1968]. Further, meaning must 

successfully bridge the distance between the writer and 

the audience. Real writing in the real world means 

other people will experience it. 

Peer Conference 

The initial concept of real-life writing situated 

in a community, which underlies the current notion of 

peer conferencing, was put forth by Moffett [1968]. His 

ideal suggests each student write 

a) about "raw material from his own 
experience which he is motivated to write about 
and to invent an appropriate rhetoric for"? 
b) for the class group, which is "the 
nearest thing to a contemporary world-at-large"; 
and 
c) expecting to be read and discussed [p. 12]. 

Understanding that writing is usually neither done 

nor left in isolation, but generally begun to affect 
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others, Moffett matter-of-factly anticipates the 

development of the peer conference in the writing 

process classroom. Since other people will ultimately 

see a piece of writing and seek to understand it, why 

not ask their help in the process to make it better? He 

writes: 

Learning to use language, then, requires the 
particular feedback of human response, because it 
is to other people that we direct speech. The fact 
that one writes by oneself does not at all 
diminish the need for response, since one writes 
for others. Even when one purports to be writing 
for oneself - for pure self-expression, if there 
is such a thing - one cannot escape the ultimately 
social implications inherent in any use of 
language [p. 191]. 

and further, 

A maximum amount of feedback would be provided him 
in the form of audience response. That is, his 
writing would be read and discussed by this 
audience, who would also be the coaches. 
Adjustments in language, form, and content would 
come as the writer's response to his audience's 
response. Thus instruction would always be 
individual, relevant, and timely [p. 193]. 

In their work with writing functions, other 

scholars also recognize that the relationships among 

writer, subject, and audience vary interactively, as 

does the resultant writing [Britton, et al., 1975; 

Emig, 1964, 1971, 1983]. Britton et al. make note that 

writing is always in "context of situation" where one 

is "writing this kind of thing in this sort of society 

for this sort of person" [p. 61]. Further, LeFevre 
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[1987] argues that writing is a communal act in which 

the author engages dialectically with society and 

culture. 

The argument is strongly made, then, for student 

writers to write and read their writing and to respond 

to others' writing, participating in and contributing 

to an arena of audience. As yet however, no one has 

examined how such interactions with an audience may 

feel risky and even silencing to an adolescent, 

especially girls who experience risk and silencing in 

many ways. 

A Brief History of Peer Conference 

The phase of writing process generally called 

"peer conference" has been many things during a long, 

well-documented history [Gere, 1987]: writing groups in 

literary societies, peer-tutoring groups in college, 

writing clubs, peer evaluation, and collaborative 

writing projects. Developing critical thinking skills, 

increasing rhetorical skills and modulating the paper 

load for instructors are among the effects claimed by 

the various users of peer conferencing. Clearly, 

writers can come together in a variety of ways for a 

variety of purposes. I am interested in none of these 
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peer conference configurations or effects, but rather 

in the simpler version that exists in many current 

junior high/middle school writing process classrooms. 

The literature reveals a limited trail left by 

research studies focusing narrowly on such student- 

to-student consultations about content. The majority of 

works are concerned with demonstrated, quantitative 

improvements shown in various writing skills - the 

cognitive domain - leaving the experience of writing - 

the affective domain - largely unexplored. 

Historically, the trail begins with Lord [1880] 

who suggests students read their writing aloud and 

criticize one another. Peer conferencing is variously 

claimed simply to improve writing [Bellas, 1970; 

Bright, 1895; Bruffee, 1973; Cady, 1914; Carpenter, 

1905; Cook, 1895; Leonard, 1917; Macrorie, 1968; 

Noyes, 1905; Nystrand 1986; Schelling, 1895; Wolf, 

1969] and to increase the writer's awareness of 

audience [ Bright, 1926; Buck, 1906; Cooper with 

Atwell, David, Giglia, Grabe and Locke, 1976; Elbow, 

1973; Hamalion, 1970; Hausdorf, 1959; Judy, 1973; 

Kelly, 1981; Maimon, 1979; Moffett, 1968; Nystrand and 

Brandt, 1989; Sears, 1981; Shuman, 1975; Snipes, 1971; 

Thurber, 1897; Watt, 1918; Zoellner, 1969]. Peer 

conferencing encourages discussion and revision [Beach, 
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1976; Benson, 1979? Clifford, 1981? Harris, 1986? 

Herrmann, 1989? Kaufman, 1971? Kirby and Liner, 1980? 

LaBrant, 1946? Peckham, 1980; Peterson, 1982? Snipes, 

1973] and reduces apprehension [Fox, 1980; Gebhardt, 

1980? Katstra, Tollefson and Gilbert, 1987], The 

learning of writing by secondary school students is 

enhanced by conference talk [Sperling, 1989], and an 

"Advice to Writers" project is described as an 

effective way for students to reflect on and articulate 

what they do when they write [Aversa and Tritt, 1988]. 

Emig [1982] briefly mentions students talking in 

groups but only prior to their writing. She admits more 

research needs to be done in this area. Gere and Abbott 

[1985] concentrate on peer conference talk but only the 

talk that is directly connected to the conferencing/ 

writing task. Huff and Kline [1987] detail response 

groups, their structure and function, but give short 

shrift to writers' responses to criticisms. In an 

elaborate study of peer response groups in two ninth 

grade classes, Freedman [1987a] reveals how response is 

accomplished, but neglects the student voices 

available. Later on, Freedman [1987b] expands her 

report to include a national survey of writing 

teachers' response practices, but again keeps to the 

quantifiable, the demonstrable, the cognitive domain. 
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However well they inform, these works leave us to 

wonder about the experience of actually doing peer 

conferencing, especially as an adolescent student. What 

must it be like to have peers suggest content changes 

in one's writing? What does one do with such 

suggestions? How does one decide to make changes? How 

does one decide to disregard the suggestions? How does 

it all feel? 

Student Voices 

The second problem with existing writing process 

literature mentioned above was the lack of student 

voices. Although some important studies do seem to 

access students' comments about their experiences with 

writing, the focus has always been on students' 

cognitive processes of inventing, composing, revising, 

and editing. Even as they have asked what students know 

and understand about writing, these researchers have 

passed over what those same students experience as they 

do the writing. The student voices included in these 

studies speak only to the cognitive domain. 

Shaugnessy [1977] focuses on the struggle of basic 

writers, but their voices never speak to us about the 

experience of that struggle. Emig [1971] and Flower and 
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Hayes [1977, 1980] ask students to talk about what they 

do as they composed, not what the experience is like. 

Even teachers who write about teaching writing miss the 

fact that their students might have something valuable 

to say about the experience of writing and conferencing 

[Graves, 1981, 1983; Calkins, 1983, 1986; Giacobbe, 

1986; Atwell, 1987a, 1987b], 

More recently, Applebee [1986], while discovering 

that process-oriented instruction can easily degenerate 

into an inappropriate lockstep application, recommends 

a reconceptualization of process instruction that is 

more student-centered - but does so without consulting 

any students! In a separate monograph authored by 8th 

grade students, they write only about becoming good 

writers by writing frequently, sharing their work and 

criticism, and discussing the writing process itself 

[Marashio, 1982], 

Only in a few studies are there faint student 

voices hinting at what it is like for them actually to 

do writing process activities [Berkenkotter, 1984; 

Cleary, 1991; Goswami and Stillman, 1987], In the 

Goswami-Stillman text [1987], only four teacher- 

researchers' articles which chronicle real classroom 

projects exhibit student voices. One piece contains 

excerpts from student dialogue journals, two of which 
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reveal the merest sliver of the students' real, lived 

feelings about doing the writing [Lumley, p. 171]. In 

another piece, one student expresses her experience, 

but it is specifically about open topic choice in 

writing [Atwell, p. 180]. Elsewhere, lots of senior 

honors students talk about their experiences writing, 

but primarily about interacting with computers 

[Holmsten, pp. 188-199]. And a later piece offered four 

student voices who speak in their year-end evaluations 

[Branscombe, pp. 216-217]. 

Cleary's [1991] loud pages are brimming with 

students' voices, think-alouds, and pieces of writing. 

I heard them on each page, real students talking about 

and through their lived experiences with writing in 

school. This researcher provides a remarkable look at 

students' writing struggles and successes and offers 

insightful recommendations for effective writing 

curricula. But amid the clamor of student voices, there 

are only slender notes that reveal what goes on in the 

affective domain for these forty eleventh graders. 

Students have much more to say about their 

experiences doing writing process activities than has 

been heard thus far in the small body of research on 

learning writing as a process. What they would say is 

important to understanding how students, adolescents 
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in particular, are affected by doing writing process 

activities. 

What writing process is and how it benefits 

student writing have been firmly established. What is 

needed now is an examination of what writing process 

activities do for the affective domain and for the 

emerging adolescent self/selves in particular. 

Adolescence 

At junior high/middle school age, approximately 10 

to 14+ years, children are in the middle of the chaos, 

catharsis, and construction of adolescence. General 

theories of adolescence and adolescent development 

abound. The early adolescent is described as a complex 

and diverse individual [Thornburg, 1983]. This growth 

period is, physically, the beginning of the most rapid 

and dramatic changes in the human organism since 

infancy [Serafica and Blyth, 1985], Developing bodies 

and social changes pose significant challenges and 

often disturbances to the self-concept of both sexes, 

often placing the greater burden on girls [Thornburg 

and Glider, 1984]. 

At this stage, new ways of thinking, feeling, and 

acting are evolving which allow reflection upon social 
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experiences. The social changes, accompanied by 

physical and emotional changes associated with puberty 

[Crockett, Losoff and Peterson, 1984] often result in 

unusual, drastic, daring and sometimes aggressive 

behavior [Bondi and Wiles, 1981]. 

A 

Students experience swirling concerns for autonomy 

and attachment, separation and belonging, all of which 

are conflicting keys to the growing sense of self 

[Smulyan, 1986]. During this time of growing into the 

world, girls and boys become more self-aware and begin 

to see themselves as individuals. The adolescent is 

foregrounded in a spotlight in her/his own mind, a 

position of frightening vulnerability. Elkind [1967, 

1978, 1981] describes the power of an "imaginary 

audience" on the emerging self/selves. This audience is 

a part of consciousness that grows out of the premise 

that others are as admiring or as critical as one is of 

oneself; consequently, the adolescent is continually 

constructing or reacting to obsessively interested 

onlookers. 

In the physical world, the peer group becomes the 

very real manifestation of the imaginary audience. 

Peers serve as a source of extra-familial 

identification and as a criterion for measuring success 

or failure, which is crucial during social development 
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[Maier, 1969]. Adolescents' allegiance and affiliation 

bases shift from parents and teachers toward the peer 

group, which becomes the prime source for standards and 

models of behavior [Bondi and Wiles, 1981]. Elkind 

[1981] and Postman [1983] provide evidence of the 

desire to conform to peer norms, building on data 

showing that the peer group is often the primary 

reference source for attitudes, values and behavior 

[Davis, Weener and Shute, 1977]? in fact, peers' 

opinions have greater impact than any others. Further, 

peer pressure is a multidimensional force, varying in 

strength and direction in its effects on the adolescent 

[Clasen and Brown, 1985]. 

All these theories of development have in common 

at least two unfortunate limitations: (a) most of the 

evidence supporting each is derived exclusively from 

the examination of male experience and (b) an emphasis 

on "separating" oneself out from others, with no 

attention to relational aspects of development. 

According to these prevailing views, in order to 

establish an identity, one must painfully separate from 

childhood and family, becoming an autonomous 

individual. As researched and proclaimed, the notion of 

the separate, autonomous individual has become elevated 

to mythic status in Western thought. It is an 
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overpowering prevailing norm of development and is thus 

a powerful prescription of what should happen for every 

person. This leads ultimately to labeling any 

experiences that differ as deviant and undesirable. 

Unfortunately for girls and women, this dominant 

concept of development neither fits their experiences 

nor describes their understandings fully [Miller, 1976; 

Gilligan, 1977, 1982], In fact, because girls' and 

women's experiences are different, they have been 

dismissed, devalued, even pathologized in this male- 

dominant, patriarchal view of human development 

[Walkerdine, 1990]. Further, because current views of 

adolescence are stuck in the values of separation and 

independence and fail to acknowledge the 

interdependence of human life, they paint a distorted 

image of the human condition. 

Psychological Development in Adolescent Girls 

Currently, two areas of research overlap here: (a) 

inquiry into psychological theory and women's 

development focusing on self/selves, relationships and 

morality; and (b) examination of adolescent 

development. 
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Gilligan [1977, 1982] and Miller [1976, 1986] 

shattered conventional thinking by focusing on women's 

development, noting that women's sense of self is built 

around being able to make and then maintain connections 

with others. This way of thinking/being has long set 

women apart from the mainstream of traditional, male- 

dominated, Western thought because of its central 

notion that self and others are connected and 

interdependent. These researchers' challenges exploded 

the dominant traditional concepts of the self as 

separate and morality as justice to include both the 

experiences of separation and connection and the values 

of justice and care. Their works suggest a wholeness of 

human response, a spectrum of capacities for 

independence and connection available to both males and 

females. 

Beginning with the admission that adolescent girls 

have simply not been studied much [Adelson, 1980], 

researchers interested in adolescence have begun to 

fill in the blanks left behind by traditional, male- 

oriented concepts of identity, development and morality 

[Adelson, 1986? Adelson & Doehrman, 1980]. Some 

researchers argue specifically that conceptions about 

adolescent development must pay attention not only to 
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individuation but to connectedness as well [Gilligan, 

1987; Grotevant & Cooper, 1983; Youniss, 1980]. 

Gilligan [1987, 1988, 1990a, 1990b, 1991] suggests 

that for many adolescents, girls in particular, issues 

of connection and relationship are paramount. Unlike 

the dominant patriarchal theories of adolescent 

development, girls do not see the way to their identity 

by separating from but by being in relation to others. 

Gilligan [1982] calls this a morality or perspective of 

care, with an emphasis on responsiveness and 

interdependence as opposed to a morality or perspective 

of justice, with its emphasis on equality and 

individual rights. Further, she suggests that modes of 

moral judgement may be related to modes of 

self-definition. 

Support for this theory is given by one study 

[Smulyan, 1986] of the corresponding difference in 

girls' and boys' responses about the conflict in "Romeo 

and Juliet." The researcher found that girls were more 

concerned than boys with maintaining connections, using 

communication to solve interpersonal dilemmas, and 

defining themselves in relation to significant others; 

boys were concerned about being treated fairly, and 

they defined themselves by separating from others and 

becoming independent. 
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Social responsiveness and moral concern are 

present in girls and boys in early childhood [Gilligan, 

1987? Gottman, 1983; Kagan, 1984; Stern, 1985], along 

with the experience of connection. Therefore, 

adolescents clearly have available to them the 

materials for orienting both to a perspective of 

justice as well as to a perspective of care. 

As noted earlier, there is a wholeness of human 

response, a spectrum of capacities for interconnection 

and independence that is available to girls and boys, 

women and men. That we do not develop and freely 

exhibit both perspectives is testimony to the 

consistent overwhelming valuing of one and the 

continued denigration and dismissal of the other in the 

different socialization processes for females and 

males. While most people show evidence of both kinds of 

consideration, one mode usually dominates their 

thinking [Lyons, 1987]. Girls learn the dominant voice 

of morality, that of justice, and are able to present 

this culturally valued dominant voice. But in addition, 

they possess another voice, that of care, and are able 

to shift voices with greater flexibility than boys, a 

flexibility that is a strength heretofore seen as a 

difference or deficiency [Johnston, 1988]. 
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In light of girls' concerns with relationship, 

there is a flicker of resistance in their lives at the 

edge of adolescence [Gilligan, 1990b]. It is a 

resistance against the gender-related role of concern 

for relationship in which they insist on knowing what 

they know and are willing to be outspoken, risking an 

interruption or loss of relationship. Soon, however, 

this political resistance turns into a psychological 

resistance, wherein girls are reluctant to know what 

they know and fear that such knowledge, if spoken, will 

endanger relationships and threaten their survival. 

Thus, paradoxically, girls are taking themselves out of 

relationship with themselves for the sake of 

relationship with others and are self-consciously 

letting go of themselves [Gilligan, 1990b]. 

My personal experience over twenty years in an 

urban, public junior high/middle school has afforded me 

time and opportunity to observe adolescent girls as 

they moved from a seventh grade knowing to an eighth 

and ninth grade unknowing. I watch as girls "disappear" 

before my eyes: their classroom presence and behavior 

seem to match the interior events catalogued by 

Gilligan and her colleagues. 

Girls arrive in seventh grade, bright, outspoken, 

confident, curious and questioning? their behavior 
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marked by noise, ready eye contact, eager movement, 

willing comments, questions and laughter. By the 

beginning of eighth grade many have begun to shrink 

away, to disappear; by ninth grade, most girls appear 

silent, passive and indifferent. Their behavior 

consists of silence, lowered eyes and avoidance of eye 

contact, immobility, furtive whispers and "I don't 

know." 

This observation, often made by teachers, that 

girls in general become less outspoken, less likely to 

disagree in public or even to participate in classroom 

discussions, suggests to Gilligan [1987] that secondary 

education, or the interpretive frameworks of the 

culture in general, may be more readily accessible and 

comprehensible to those students whose experience and 

background are most similar to that of those who shape 

the frameworks, that is, boys and men. 

Gilligan's work, heretofore reflective of but 

isolated from social and political contexts, is clearly 

backdropped by recent thought on women's development in 

relation to position, power and patriarchy. In essence, 

there are two currents of thought that make sense to me 

and that give Gilligan's work a broader context: social 

construction and a dialectic of social constructing and 

inner constituting. 
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Social Construction of the Female 

There is a substantial body of work which 

explicates the notion that girls' and women's realities 

and behaviors are the products of the dominant 

discourses or the traditional gender-stereotyped 

expectations of society and culture. Girls and women 

are seen as acted upon by these external influences. 

Major contributors to the thinking on the social 

construction of girls' realities include Davies [1989], 

Gilbert [1988a, 1988b, 1989a, 1989b, 1990], Gilbert and 

Taylor [1991], Gornick [1971], Hare-Mustin and Marecek 

[1990], Heilbrun [1988], Horney [1926], Lott [1990], 

and Walkerdine [1986, 1990]. 

Seeing the psychological development of girls 

displayed against the patriarchal social context is 

both more sinister and more poignant as the overlay of 

power and powerlessness appears. Indeed, in her latest 

work with adolescent girls, Gilligan [1990a] confronts 

the effects of dominant patriarchal discourse, 

embracing feminist revolutionary political thought by 

titling a recent paper and presentation "Joining the 

Resistance: Psychology, Politics, Girls and Women" 

[1990b]. 
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While Gilligan began exploring and describing the 

interior life and development of girls and women, 

charting a course of discovery that steers modern 

psychological thought away from the coolly rational, 

fixed and dichotomous to the passionately imaginative, 

messy and contradictory, she has joined others who have 

been examining girls' and women's lived realities as 

they are constructed and controlled by the external 

forces of the dominant, patriarchal discourses. 

Additionally, she offers that girls may not be mere 

passive recipients of certain social roles, presaging 

the later dialectical. Yet she connects girls' interior 

landscapes to the sculpting effects of social winds and 

cultural rain: 

Daily, girls take in evidence from the human 
world around them - the world which is open 
for psychological observation all day long, 
every day, "for free." And in this way, girls 
often see what is not supposed to be seen and 
hear what is supposedly not spoken. Like 
anthropologists, they pick up the culture? 
like sociologists, they observe race, class 
and sex differences; like psychologists, they 
come to know what is happening beneath the 
surface? like naturalists, they collect their 
observations, laying them out, sorting them 
out, discussing them between themselves in an 
ongoing conversation about relationships and 
people which goes on, on and off, for much of 
the day, every day [1990b, p.16]. 

Historically, Horney [1926] is the earliest 

mention I found of the notion that social and cultural 
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pressures influenced the struggle and establishment of 

a woman's gender identity, that is, social 

construction. She links the development of passivity in 

young girls to their taking on male-defined values and 

goals. This is perhaps the first identification of the 

dominant, patriarchal discourses which saturate culture 

and society. Much later, Gornick [1971] examines 

historical and early modern literary concepts of woman 

as outsider - powerless, subordinate - and how such 

concepts prescribe reality. 

More recently, Davies [1989] looks deeply into 

schooling and early childhood texts to uncover 

multi-layered, coercive systems at work: 

Masculinity and femininity are not inherent 
properties of individuals, then, they are 
inherent or structural properties of our 
society: that is, they both condition and 
arise from social action. Each of us, as 
members of society, takes on board as our own 
the 'knowledge' of sex and of gender as 
they are socially constituted. As children 
learn the discursive practices of their 
society, they learn to position themselves 
correctly as male or female, since that is 
what is required of them to have a 
recognisable identity within the social 
order [p. 13]. 

This is a chilling description of the prescriptive 

forces that operate on subconscious levels throughout 

culture and society from traditions, religion, movies 
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and the American Dream to dime novels, toys, greeting 

cards and color-coded diapers. 

Hare-Mustin and Marecek's [1990] look at 

psychology and the construction of gender shows how, 

under conditions of social inequality, privileged 

members of society have control over meaning-making, 

thus influencing constructions of reality for others, 

specifically women. Without accusation, but for the 

sake of widening awareness it bears explicating that 

"privileged" has always meant white males. For Lott 

[1990], behavior depends not on gender but on social 

context and the human capacity for learning attitudes, 

expectations, and sanctions that separate the 

experiences of girls and boys. Gilbert and Taylor 

[1991] argue that "popular cultural texts play a 

significant role in the construction of femininity, and 

that such texts work in a complex relationship with 

young women's conscious - and unconscious - desires" 

[p. 2]. And Heilbrun [1988] writes: 

We can only retell and live by the stories we 
have read or heard. We live our lives through 
texts. They may be read, or chanted, or 
experienced electronically, or come to us, 
like the murmurings of our mothers, telling 
us what conventions demand. Whatever their 
form or medium, these stories have formed us 
all [p. 37]. 
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For me, the notion that anyone's identity, female 

or male, is socially constructed in response to 

external forces alone is only half the loaf of this 

life. The power of the dominant, patriarchal discourses 

is undeniable, but human beings, while accommodating 

and pliant, seem inherently picky and resistant. 

Surely, since we are intelligent, sentient beings it 

makes more sense that there are internal forces at work 

forming the self/selves as well. 

Bridge to the Dialectic 

Further thought has broadened the concept of 

social construction to consider that girls and women 

are not solely acted upon from without but also 

struggle, reject, and choose from within. Writers 

exploring this dialectic of social constructing and 

inner constituting are de Laurentis [1984], Weedon 

[1987], Alcoff [1988], and Hekman [1991]. 

In particular, the works of Gilbert [1988a, 1988b, 

1989a, 1989b, 1990] and Walkerdine [1986, 1990] seem to 

extend beyond the limits of social constructivist 

thought. While much of their work firmly establishes 

the overwhelming influence of external, dominant 

discourses, they both reject the passivity - the notion 
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of "social dupe" [Hekman, 1991] - seemingly inherent in 

the constructivist stance. Quietly, Walkerdine and 

Gilbert claim interior capabilities that can resist, 

reject and/or choose, an inner activity of constituting 

one's reality. In this, they herald the dialectic 

between social construction and the inner constituting 

being. 

Walkerdine takes a broad scope in her work, using 

a conception of power/knowledge which connects the 

State's standardized description of what should be to 

its power to regulate the governed in order to produce 

the prescribed. There are thus a panoply of discourses 

available to the population, overtly and covertly 

presented by tradition and institution, arrayed from 

normal (valued, sanctioned and therefore desirable) to 

different (deviant, pathologized and therefore less 

desirable). Such discourses have become "truths" 

invested with a power which produces material effects. 

This is not a problem, unless an individual seeks 

to position her/himself in a discourse outside the 

particular discourse prescription for gender. As Weedon 

[1987] warns, 

Even when we resist a particular subject 
position and the mode of subjectivity which it 
brings with it, we do so from the position of an 
alternative social definition of femininity. In 
patriarchal societies we cannot escape the 
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implications of femininity. Everything we do 
signifies compliance or resistance to dominant 
norms of what it is to be a woman [pp. 85-86]. 

The power of gender discourses exerts profound 

control in schools. As a social institution, school 

"not only defines what shall be taught, what knowledge 

is, but also defines and regulates both what 'a child' 

is and how learning and teaching are to be considered" 

[Walkerdine, 1990, p. 32]. In modern thought a child 

who is learning should exhibit certain behaviors - 

active, inquiring, discovering - clearly qualities 

ascribed/prescribed to boys and all of which are the 

direct opposite of the characteristics ascribed/ 

prescribed to girls - passive, silent, accepting. 

For a girl, this leads to a bewildering conundrum 

centered around an excruciating contradiction: she can 

be a good student, acknowledging those certain 

qualities and thereby risking the painful loss of her 

position as feminine and female, or she can maintain 

the feminine position by suppressing good student 

qualities, thereby losing learning and, according to 

Gilligan, her self/selves. 

Walkerdine's droll comment underscores the 

immensity of this contradictory dilemma: "The struggle 

both to perform academically and to perform as feminine 
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must seem at times almost impossible" [p. 103.]. 

Further, she leads me toward the dialectic by her 

incisive argument: 

I shall not argue that young girls passively 
adopt a female role model, but rather that their 
adoption of femininity is at best shaky and 
partial: the result of a struggle in which 
heterosexuality is achieved as a solution to a set 
of conflicts and contradictions in familial and 
other social relations. That the girl appears 
willingly to accept the position to which she is 
classically fitted does not, I would argue, tell 
us something basic about the nature of the female 
body, nor the female mind, but rather tells us of 
the power of those practices through which a 
particular resolution to the struggle is produced 
[1990, p. 88]. 

In counterpoint, Gilbert [1988a] situates her 

examination of dominant discourses in the particular 

activities of reading and writing in the classroom. For 

her, the language system itself - from traditional 

literature and genre to classroom discourse patterns - 

which is a construct of the patriarchy - plays a key 

role in ideological formations and subject positioning 

by perpetuating gender inequalities and divisions. 

Because of the mainstream texts surrounding them (tv, 

MTV, teen magazines, advertisements, jokes, movies, DJ 

patter, paintings, songs, album covers, anecdotes, 

comics, news) and the book-texts available to them in 

and outside of school, girls are presented with scripts 

of relationships between women and men that are fairy 
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tales: tales of female love winning over the rake hero 

and taming male aggression? tales that bear little 

resemblance to the realities of divorce, single 

parenting, physical abuse of women and children, 

unemployment and poverty [p. 15]. 

Gilbert, using similar language as Walkerdine, 

specifically skewers teen romance novels as being 

particularly odious: 

These discourse practices prepare girls for 
romantic heterosexuality because they engage with 
the production of girls' conscious and unconscious 
desires. They offer a happy-ever-after situation 
in which the finding of Mr. Right comes to seem 
like a solution to a set of overwhelming desires 
and problems. They help prepare young girls for 
heterosexual practices and romantic love, both of 
which are seen to be important for the 
continuation of the system of marriage, 
child-bearing and raising, and domestic laboring 
[pp. 15-16]. 

When girls try to step outside dominant discourses 

and position themselves in alternative ways (active, 

strong, outspoken, independent) it seems unspeakably 

difficult because alternative images are rare at best 

and much too exotic and risky to desire for one's self. 

As a result, girls are unable to construct alternatives 

for themselves because such are not offered by the 

dominant discourses and so do not live in girls' 

imaginations or desires. 
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With the existence of powerfully prescriptive 

dominant discourses thus established by these thinkers, 

I must note that writing process classrooms, even in 

their efforts to reconfigure competitive power dynamics 

and reconstitute traditional management structures, are 

not exempt. Because they are situated within school, 

language, system and culture contexts which are the 

custodians and perpetuators of the dominant discourses, 

such classrooms provide only temporary respite. I 

suspect that, reminiscent of Sisyphus, girls are able 

to gain ground for their selves by expressing, 

examining, and holding to the selves in their writings, 

only to have the dominant discouse bleed through to 

them via casual teacher/peer comments or interactions. 

With their untested beliefs, partially formed gender 

identities and tremulous senses of selves, girls thus 

move between articulating interdependent strength and 

disappearing into prescribed femininity, between 

actuality and desire, within the environment of the 

writing process classroom. This internal swing suggests 

the weaving of identity from the warp of external 

dominant discourses and the woof of inner constituting 

selves. 

Leading undeniably to the dialectic and echoing 

Walkerdine and Gilligan, Gilbert warns conclusively 
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that "the danger is to assume that women and girls 

passively accept this ideology or that they do not 

struggle against its seduction" [p. 16]. 

The Dialectic of Social Constructing 

and Inner Constituting 

It seems clear enough that social construction 

from external dominant discourses can not encompass the 

entire process of self and identity development. The 

recent work of Alcoff [1988], Belenky, Clinchy, 

Goldberger and Tarule [1986], de Laurentis [1984], 

Hekman [1991] and Weedon [1987] illuminate the 

interplay between social construction from without and 

inner constituting from within. 

Women are able to move away from silence in the 

face of an externally oriented perspective on knowledge 

and truth, the stance of "received" knowledge, toward 

the conception of truth as personal, private, and 

subjectively known or intuited [Belenky, Clinchy, 

Goldberger and Tarule, 1986, p. 54]. The "fountain of 

truth" can shift locales and reside within the person. 

There still may be the belief in right answers, but 

when the truth resides within the person it "can negate 

answers that the outside world supplies" [p. 54]. 
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This revolutionary step is the realization of what 

I call "deeper” knowing and evidence of an inner 

constituting of self/selves. It is "an important 

adaptive move in the service of self-protection, 

self-assertion, and self-definition. Women become their 

own authorities" [Belenky, et al., p. 54]. While 

subjective knowers distrust and often passionately 

reject "objective" rational thought, Belenky, Clinchy, 

Goldberger and Tarule see subjective knowledge, deeper 

knowing, as a move ultimately toward "constructed" 

knowledge in which women weave together the strands of 

rational and emotive thought and integrate objective 

and subjective knowing. In the position of constructed 

knowledge, women view all knowledge as contextual, they 

experience themselves as creators of knowledge, and 

value subjective and objective strategies for knowing. 

Now a word about the notion of self and selves as 

terms used here. Experience and reflection lead to the 

sense that there is certainly a something inside - not 

a unified, single self as endlessly preached by western 

male thought perhaps, but at least a discernable, 

evolving constellation of entities and expressions, a 

spectrum of subjectivities. It is not a singular (self) 

but a plural (selves) conception. It is this something 

inside that resists the dominant discourse, rejecting, 
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choosing, and evolving, expressing resistance to and 

even subversion of the dominant discourse 

prescriptions. It is no passive "social dupe" [Hekman, 

1991, p. 47]. Thus, in my writing I try to acknowledge 

that interior constellation by using the plural 

"selves" to indicate the pluralistic, mutable core of 

identity within a single, physical entity of a self. 

Thus, the term "selves" is used primarily here to 

acknowledge that plurality even while the phrase "sense 

of self" is also used to indicate an awareness of 

identity which is not necessarily an awareness of that 

corporation of selves. Further, the composite term 

"self/selves" is used to mark that blended concept of 

singularity and plurality. 

Specifically, females are in the business of 

constituting/ constructing themselves - working, 

choosing, and not choosing - within the system and 

discourses around them. They are 

...defined through the interplay of meanings 
within discursive formations.... a subject that 
both creates new discourses and resists the 
oppression inherent in the discourses that define 
subjectivity [Hekman, p. 48]. 

De Laurentis [1984] joins the notion of 

constituting an inner self/selves with the notion of 

external determination, arguing that the subject is 

formed through the interaction and intersection of 
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these inner and outer worlds [p. 182]. Although 

individuals are constructed by what she calls "codes" 

and social formations, they are able to rework these 

influences in their own particular ways and thus avoid 

complete determination by them. It is her position that 

each individual retains the capacity to constitute a 

particular subjective construction from the various 

ideological formations to which he or she is subject 

[p. 14]. 

Further, de Laurentis claims that subjectivity is 

an ongoing construction, not a fixed entity: 

It is produced not by external ideas, values, 
or material causes, but by one's personal, subjec¬ 
tive engagement in the practices, discourses and 
institutions that lend significance (value, mean¬ 
ing, affect) to the events of the world [p. 159]. 

Alcoff [1988] echoes de Laurentis, opposing the 

passivity of the constituted subject of the social 

constructivists and espousing the concept of 

interaction between inner and outer worlds [p. 424]. 

She clearly connects this interplay with women's 

development, claiming 

Woman's identity is relative to her context, 
yet she is also the creator of that identity [p. 
434] . 

Weedon is most eloquent in arguing that while the 

individual is socially constructed in discursive 
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practices, that is neither the end nor the limit of the 

process. She elaborates: 

(the individual) none the less exists as a 
thinking, feeling subject and social agent, 
capable of resistance and innovations produced 
out of the clash between contradictory subject 
positions and practices.... a subject able to 
reflect upon discursive relations which constitute 
her and the society in which she lives, and able 
to choose from the options available [p. 125]. 

She carries the argument forward, presaging the 

language of Walkerdine [1990] and Gilbert [1988a]: 

As individuals, we are not the mere objects 
of language but the sites of discursive struggle, 
a struggle which takes place in the consciousness 
of the individual. ...the individual is not merely 
the passive site of discursive struggle. The 
individual who has a memory and an already dis¬ 
cursively constituted sense of identity may resist 
particular interpretations or produce new versions 
of meaning from the conflicts and contradictions 
between existing discourses [p. 106]. 

Further, with succinct encouragement she writes 

that, in the development of identity, "even where 

choice is not available, resistance is still possible" 

[p. 106]. 

Thus I believe that adolescent girls consciously 

and unconsciously participate in the business of 

manifesting, identifying, organizing and establishing 

their selves for themselves, for others and for the 

world. 
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Assumptions 

Based on the previously reviewed literature, I 

make several psychological assumptions underlying this 

study: (a) that humans - male and female - have the 

capacities for response and connection as well as 

reciprocity and independence, which are currently 

gender-connected; (b) that the discovery and 

development of self/selves and identity is an ongoing 

process; (c) that that process produces a constellation 

of entities and expressions, not a single unified self; 

(d) that the development of self/selves and identity 

result from the interplay and struggle between external 

social constructing influences and inner constituting 

forces; and (e) that the identities of girls and women 

are prescribed by dominant discourses which they must 

accede, choose and disappear into or resist, choose 

against and invent alternatives. 

Such a clutch of assumptions urges me to the broad 

question, what does resistance to dominant discourses 

look like in the world of the adolescent girl who is 

struggling to become? Unfortunately, this compelling 

concern is far beyond the scope of this small study, 

leading me to investigate a more defined slice of life. 
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To the Questions 

Understanding the work and perspectives of these 

thinkers provides a thicker description of what is 

going on for girls in adolescence. In light of their 

findings about girls' struggles to discover and 

maintain self/selves, identity, and an active, 

questioning voice, and my discovery of two strong young 

female voices in my recent pilot study [Jennings, 

1991], I am prompted to speculate on the connection, if 

any, between doing writing process activities, 

specifically peer conferencing, and the strengthening 

of self and the resistance to dominant discourses. 

It is possible that the peer conferencing phase of 

the writing process offers adolescent girls the 

opportunity to rehearse and express identities and 

behaviors that are outside gender-stereotyped 

prescriptions and which exhibit resistance to dominant 

discourses. The act of responding to another person's 

writing may call forth from girls the stereotyped 

response of caring for another's feelings and for the 

relationship. Receiving feedback on one's own writing, 

however, may give girls the chance to hold on to their 

selves and refuse to disappear or to automatically and 

silently accept suggestions for change. 
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If girls in peer conferencing express more of the 

wholeness humans have the capacities for - caring for 

others, caring for the self/selves, caring for 

relationship, caring for independence - this may be 

evidence that peer conferencing is a place where girls 

can rehearse and express resistance to the influences 

which force so many of them to become silent and 

disappear. 

Ultimately then, the questions which I seek to 

answer with this dissertation arise out of considering 

the teaching of writing as a process and the 

psychological development of adolescent girls, both as 

discrete areas of inquiry and as they intersect: 

1. What do adolescent girls have to say about 
their experiences in writing process peer 
conferencing? 

2. How do adolescent girls affectively respond to 
the peer conferencing components of writing 

process? 
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CHAPTER 3 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY AND RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

One purpose of this study was to discover what it 

was like for certain eighth grade girls to do writing 

process activities, specifically peer conferencing. I 

was also interested in their affective responses to 

such activities. Primarily, the intent of this study 

was to find out how peer conferencing may affect the 

emergence and strength of adolescent girls' sense of 

self. This chapter describes the design and methodology 

of this research project. Issues concerning the overall 

research approach, participant selection, data 

collection, data management, data analysis and 

trustworthiness will be discussed. 

Overall Research Approach 

I wanted to find out what particular adolescent 

girls affectively experience in peer conferencing; I 

did not search for causes of that experience, 

assessments or proofs, but understanding. Since only 

adolescent girls themselves know what they experience 
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and feel, the design of this study was based on the 

premise that only they possess the knowledge I sought. 

To find out what goes on for people as they 

experience certain phenomena, using a qualitative 

approach to research made sense to me. Qualitative 

research is able to explain, describe and explore a 

chosen phenomenon [Marshall & Rossman, 1989]. The chief 

advantage is that qualitative methods allow the 

researcher to study a selected phenomenon in depth and 

detail [Patton, 1980], 

Qualitative research is a search for meaning from 

the participant's perspective [Bogdan and Biklen, 

1982]. Such methods find ways of "understanding social 

phenomena from the actor's own perspective" [Taylor and 

Bogdan, 1984, p. 2]. This is what I wanted to do. 

More importantly, qualitative research 

values participants' perspectives on their 
worlds and seeks to discover those perspectives, 
views inquiry as an interactive process between 
the researcher and the participants, and is 
primarily descriptive and relies on people's words 
as the primary data [Marshall & Rossman, p. 11]. 

Thus, in this study I solicited the knowledge possessed 

by the participants; they are the authorities. 

For me, from a feminist perspective, the 

methodology for this project had to be appropriate so 

it neither objectified the participants nor thieved 
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their experience. My intention was to minimize the 

tendency of research to transform those researched into 

objects of scrutiny and manipulation [Acker, Barry & 

Esseveld, 1983]. This intention was best accomplished 

by creating conditions in which the adolescent girls 

themselves entered into the process as active subjects. 

My questions only began the construction of data; the 

participants had opportunities to examine and mold the 

information by adding/deleting and highlighting. 

Lastly, engaging these female students in an experience 

in which they, as authorities, were sought out and 

heard and thereby co-produced knowledge, may have 

affected their lives, contributing to the 

transformation of patriarchal oppression. 

In addressing these concerns, interviewing offered 

the most appropriate approach of investigation. Small- 

group interviews gave these adolescent girls maximum 

opportunities to explain their subjective experiences 

as active participants in their school world, their 

internal world, and in the arena of peer conferencing. 

Best stated in Shipman's [1972] succinct words, I chose 

interviewing because: 11 If you want an answer, ask a 

question.... The asking of questions is the main source 

of social scientific information about everyday 

behavior” [p. 76]. Therefore, I asked adolescent girls 
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about their experience with peer conferencing in "a 

conversation with a purpose” [Kahn and Cannell, 1957, 

p. 149], 

I was well aware that my use of interviews and 

even my choice of open-ended questions structures and 

influences what is related by the participants: context 

is a part. Regardless of consciously benign intent, I 

realize that my questions might have led the 

participants. Additionally, I understand my eventual 

interpretations of data were subjective acts upon 

subjective reports. 

Purposeful Selection of Participants 

The pilot study undertaken to inform the structure 

and method of this dissertation [Jennings, 1991] 

suggested limiting the number of participants in order 

to facilitate the management of time and energy in the 

interviews. In that pilot study, I conducted a series 

of group interviews with four eighth grade students in 

each group. This number proved to be at least one too 

many in terms of attentional demands on the interviewer 

and the speaking opportunities that had to be shared by 

the participants. Thus, I asked the girls to choose a 
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partner with whom they would be interviewed and then I 

scheduled those pairs. 

The study site is an urban public middle school 

with a student population of approximately 1,200 in a 

middle-sized city. Although the neighborhood 

surrounding the school ranges socio-economically from 

working class to upper middle class, students arrive 

there from all parts and socio-economic levels of the 

city. 

Permission to conduct the study was obtained in 

writing from the Director of English for the city and 

verbally from the school's principal and the students' 

three cooperating teachers. 

The selection process began with three forty- 

minute classroom observations in twelve separate eighth 

grade English classes in which writing process 

activities were a part of the work. The students have 

had a minimum of one year's writing process work prior 

to entering the eighth grade. 

The observations afforded me ample opportunity to 

identify those students who most closely matched the 

characteristics and behaviors of "disappeared” girls 

[see p. 4]. My interest focused on these particular 

girls because of the aforementioned psychological risk. 

Once potential participants were selected, I asked the 
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students' teachers to corroborate or refute the list of 

girls identified as "disappeared” through my 

observations. All the girls identified both by 

observation and teacher designation were invited to 

participate in the proposed study. There were 20 girls 

so identified and invited (see Appendix A). A printed 

description of what the participation would entail 

along with the informed consent/parental permission 

form was sent home with them (see Appendices B and C). 

Twelve responded with interest. In addition, I used a 

separate, specific consent form requesting the use of 

their actual first names only in the opening section of 

the dissertation (see Appendix D). 

In a convivial morning meeting, the 12 girls chose 

their own interview partners as I stood aside. Of the 6 

pairs, I was able to schedule interviews successfully 

with 5 pairs of disappeared eighth grade girls who 

discussed with me their experiences doing peer 

conferencing. Two of the ten girls are African-American 

while the rest are of white European descent. 

Data Collection 

I was interested in investigating the "bound slice 

of the world" [Locke, Spirduso and Silverman, 1987, p. 
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91] that is a particular peer conference design with a 

specific function. Hereafter, the activity referred to 

as 'peer conference' in this paper means 2-4 students 

meeting in a group to provide feedback to each other on 

the content only of first drafts of original written 

material. In this configuration, each writer takes a 

turn reading her/his draft aloud to the others. The 

listeners are responsible for providing oral, sometimes 

written, feedback to the writer in the form of what 

they liked, comments about effective sections, 

questions about unclear or confusing portions, and 

suggestions for changes to improve the content. The 

writer then decides what revisions her/his paper needs 

or decides to make no changes at all. The focus is on 

content only, not mechanics or other surface 

conventions, and the purpose is to improve the 

effectiveness of that content. 

The interior realm of what adolescent girls 

experience, think, and feel while participating in peer 

conferencing was accessible to me only through their 

own words. The more alive their words, the better; 

therefore interviews were best for data collection 

[Spradley, 1979; Patton, 1980; Oakley, 1981; Bogdan and 

Biklen, 1982; Tripp, 1983; Parker, 1984; Lincoln and 



Guba, 1985; Measor, 1985; Mishler, 1986; Seidman, 

1991]. 

Although detailed and enormously helpful in 

shaping the design of this study, Seidman's model of 

in-depth interviewing [1991] required alteration for an 

adolescent population. Three 90 minute interviews would 

be difficult to arrange considering the tightly 

structured time blocks of a public school, and my 

experience told me that such extended, focused time 

would be torturous for quick-silver teenage minds and 

bodies. Instead of ,fin-depth," I merely wanted to reach 

"wading depth" with them. Further, given adolescents' 

varying capacities for describing their experiences and 

internal states, I framed shorter, more focused 

interview time and questions, blending Seidman's second 

and third interviews: "The Details of Experience" and 

"Reflection on the Meaning" [Seidman, 1991, pp. 20-21]. 

Taking from Seidman's experience and example, I used 

focus questions to guide the interviews. 

Since I was aware of my possible perceived image 

and power as an adult and teacher, I believed it best 

to interview students in small groups [Bogdan and 

Biklen, 1982; Hedges, 1985; Persico and Heavey, 1986]. 

I believe this configuration gave my presence less 

impact. Also it offered students the greater comfort of 
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not being alone, providing chances for them to interact 

and to piggy-back ideas with each other as conversation 

flowed. Aside from keeping the conversation on topic 

and asking for clarification and specific information, 

I felt I was able to sink into the shadows beside the 

softly whirring tape recorder. 

For the simple reason that, as Dean & Whyte [1958] 

put it, "the sophisticated researcher does not expect 

informants to have consistent well-thought-out 

attitudes and values on the subjects he is inquiring 

about" [p. 2], I constructed an interview schedule that 

encouraged participant reflection. While some things 

the participants said may have been consciously thought 

about before the questions arrived, I expected that 

many responses, because they answered questions that 

come from outside the participants' daily adolescent 

realm of concern, did not have the benefit of much 

conscious thought. Thus it seemed only honorable to 

make room for the participants to review the typed 

interview transcripts and choose what they thought was 

important for me to report. 

Therefore, I scheduled a series of four 40-minute 

interviews with the 5 pairs of participants spanning 

four to five weeks. Each pair met once a week to 

interview about the focus topic for that week. Several 
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days prior to the next interview, transcripts were 

typed, copied and given to each participant for them to 

review what they said and add to, delete from, or 

otherwise modify the text of their words. In this 

review, I asked them also to pick out what they thought 

was the most important thing(s) they had said. 

Unfortunately, this reflection did not provide me with 

much information as the girls did not actively or 

easily engage in the review activity. 

The First Interview 

The focal questions in the first interview were 

What kinds of writing process activities have you 
done? 
Explain what it is you do. 
What can you tell me about peer conferencing? How 
does it work? What do you do? 

The girls' descriptions of what constitutes "writing 

process activities" were important because, to 

understand the thoughts of people, the whole analysis 

of experience must be based on their concepts, not ours 

[Boas, 1943]. Their answers and discussion indicated 

which activities had the most impact/meaning, 

positively or negatively, on their experience. Further, 

their description of the peer conference phase was 

important in establishing it as the focal situation in 

later interviews. 
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Transcripts of the interviews were delivered to 

the participants. They were asked to review the text 

with the following questions in mind: 

Is there anything you want to add? 
Is there something you wish to take out? 
Is there anything you disagree with? 
Are there any other changes you want to make? 
What do you think is the most important thing 
you said? 

Their designating a "most important thing" would have 

offered me their more consciously determined and 

deliberate selection from the text of their words. None 

of the participants, however, appeared very interested 

in this review/reflection process as no one carried out 

my request. 

The Second Interview 

The second interview continued with an exploration 

of the following peer conference situation: 

Pretend you have listened to someone read her/his 
draft. You think there are some problems with the 
content. You have some suggestions for the writer. 
What can you say about this situation? 

Focusing on this peer conference situation offered a I specific exemplar context which is critical to the 

experience of writing process and would be relatively 

consistent for all interviewees so that comparisons 

could be made among their discussions of the same 

dilemma. 

65 



The Third Interview 

The third interview began with a review of the 

previous interview's transcript. This interview 

proceeded with an exploration of the following peer 

conference situation: 

Suppose you have written something that you 
consider really good. You like it the way it is. 
During a conference, a peer suggests you make a 
change in the content (as opposed to a change in 
surface conventions such as spelling, punctuation, 
etc. What can you say about this? 

Written Profiles 

At the end of the third interview, participants 

were asked to write a short profile of themselves with 

these instructions: 

Write a short profile of yourself...a brief 
introduction to who you are. Include all the 
things you think are important that the readers 
of my dissertation should know about you. 
I will use parts of what you write to introduce 
you to those readers. 

Such profiles provided some self-chosen information 

about the participants that the researcher could not 

know and was yet another way for them to take part in 

the project. Again, when the transcripts of the third 

interview were delivered to the participants, they were 

asked to pick out the most important thing they thought 

they said. 
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The Fourth Interview 

The fourth interview began with a review of the 

previous interview's transcript. The balance of this 

interview was devoted to tying up loose ends, arranging 

for forgotten forms, etc. and these follow-up 

questions: 

How have you changed about taking suggestions and 
making changes in something you've written? 

In a few words describe your basic attitude 
towards taking suggestions. 
What does it feel like inside when you have 
decided, "No I'm not going to make that 
change...I'm not going to take that suggestion... 
I'm going to keep it the way I had it"? 

What can you say about doing these interviews? 
Has anything been different for you by being 
interviewed? 
Have you changed in any way or in anything you do 
because of doing these interviews? 
What did you like about doing the interviews? 

As a parting memento they wrote short responses to the 

following three questions: 

When and how did you figure out (or did someone 
tell you? who?) that you did not have to change 
anything in the content of your writing if you 
liked it the way it was? 

When you choose not to use somebody's suggestion 
to change something in the content, but keep it 
the way you like it, what does it mean that you do 
that? 

What are the unwritten rules about being a girl? 
(What are the things you are supposed to do or be 
in order to be considered a girl? a real girl? a 
good girl?) 
Where do these rules come from? 
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responses to these questions about the nature of 

becoming/being a girl were added to their profiles, 

resulting in enhanced portraits. 

As an informal check on the main data set from the 

adolescent girl participants, additional interviews 

were conducted with the cooperating teachers at times 

available in their schedules after the student 

interviews had been completed. The focal question for 

the teachers was 

Have the participants in this study who are from 
your classes changed in any way(s) since the 
interviews began? 

Data Management 

Data collection and data management are virtually 

simultaneous activities; therefore I kept a researcher 

log, recording all relevant thoughts, procedures, 

comments, questions, decisions and rationales that 

arose [Lincoln and Guba, 1985]. I carried this 

notebook with me at all times, using it in the analysis 

stage to note and reflect on what I saw in the data. 

Further, I recorded notes of pertinent 

discussions, field observations and observations made 

during interviews. Sketchy notes made during 

interviews, discussions or observations were reviewed 

immediately after each event in order to fill in the 
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thin spots while information was still fresh in my 

mind. 

Audio tapes were made of every interview and a 

copy was made of each tape; one copy was kept in a 

locked file cabinet while the other was used to produce 

the typed transcripts and to listen to while I read the 

typed transcripts during data analysis. 

Six copies of the typed interview transcripts were 

made. One copy of each interview became the property of 

each participant to review, add to or change and, 

finally, keep; I used four to mark on during data 

analysis; one was kept in a locked file cabinet with 

the audio tapes. Two years after completion of this 

dissertation, all the tapes will be destroyed. 

The transcripts and tapes, in addition to the 

notebook, provide an audit trail for any independent 

judges to inspect and review in order to authenticate 

the findings of the study [Lincoln and Guba, 1981; 

Marshall and Rossman, 1989]. 

Data Analysis 

*'Data analysis is the process of making sense out 

of one's data" [Merriam, 1989, p. 127] and is 

undertaken "to determine the categories, relationships 
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and assumptions that inform the respondent's view of 

the world in general and the topic in particular” 

[McCracken, 1988, p. 42]. In other words, my analysis 

had to provide a description, an understanding of ”a 

bound slice of the world" [Locke, Spirduso and 

Silverman, 1987, p. 91]. 

I systematically searched through and arranged 

research data in a manner that increased my 

understanding and enabled me to present what I have 

discovered to others. This process involved organizing 

data, breaking it into units, synthesizing, searching 

for commonalities, discovering what was important and 

deciding what to tell others [Bogdan and Biklen, 1982]. 

While data analysis was an immense, messy, 

ambiguous, painstaking, time-consuming and non-linear 

process, it was also a creative, fascinating search for 

information about relationships among categories of 

data [Patton, 1980; Marshall and Rossman, 1989]. 

Ultimately, analysis transformed my data into a 

somewhat orderly, structured and manageable form with 

some meaning [Marshall and Rossman, 1989]. 

Specifically, Patton [1980] and Taylor and Bogdan 

[1984] urge analysis that is inductive, a stepping back 

to identify themes and patterns in the data. Taylor and 

Bogdan's [1984] further challenge for me was to 
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accommodate the emergence of themes and patterns by 

combining my "insight and intuition with an intimate 

familiarity with the data" [p. 130], 

The data that developed out of the interviews were 

handled many times. Initial listenings of interviews 

(while typing the transcripts) gave me preliminary, 

surface comprehension which was deepened by review and 

further discussion with the participants. 

I listened to and read the data multiple times 

[Patton, 1980; Lyons, 1988; Marshall and Rossman, 1989; 

Brown and Gilligan, 1990; Gilligan, 1990] in order to 

focus closely on (a) the content consisting of actual 

experiences and (b) how the participants talked about 

the peer conferencing situation and described 

themselves. 

Through multiple hearings and readings I 

discovered recurring commonalities which I write about 

as categories and themes concerning adolescent girls' 

affective responses to doing writing process 

activities, specifically peer conferencing, the center 

of this study. Further, these listenings and readings 

enabled me to hear distinct voices of self/selves, 

justice or care, detachment or connection, and voices 

blending. 
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The primary model for analysis came from work by 

Brown [1988] and Brown and Gilligan [1990] in 

"Listening for Self and Relational Voices: A 

Responsive/Resisting Reader's Guide." Their data 

analysis calls for multiple readings/listenings of an 

interview text: one reads/listens four times for 

different voices of a self telling different stories of 

relationship. Four readings are needed to go "beneath 

the surface of a narrative to see or hear its complex 

orchestration, its psychological and political 

structure. Each reading amplifies a different voice" as 

the reader/listener uses first "one interpretive lens, 

then another, listening first for one voice and then 

another" [p. 4]. 

In the work by Brown [1988] and Brown and Gilligan 

[1990], the interviews were constructed around the 

reporting of a "moral conflict." As a consequence, 

their readings/listenings guide was aimed at 

understanding "complex narratives of real-life moral 

conflict and choice" [Brown, p. 1]. This interpretive 

framework thus spoke in terms of two moral domains and 

their different perspectives: care and justice. Since 

it was not my intent to investigate moral domains, 

using their framework necessitated a translation from 

the vocabulary of care and justice as moral 
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orientations into the terms of writing process and the 

experience with peer conferencing. In other words, I 

needed to determine how the voices of care or justice 

would sound when talking about the experience of peer 

conferencing. 

In adapting Brown and Gilligan's framework to 

accommodate the focus of this study I synthesized a 

construction of voices. Understanding Brown and 

Gilligan's voices of care and justice and how they 

sound, I translated those voices into speaking about 

peer conferencing. Peer conferencing is a personal 

experience that highlights people relating, much like 

the moral conflicts about which Brown and Gilligan's 

participants spoke. Therefore I felt their framework 

could be used legitimately in this broader way. 

In the following elaboration of how/what I read/ 

listened for in the interviews, I offer sample talk to 

illustrate what was underlined or bracketed as 

important. I take these examples from later interviews 

in which the talk was not as clear or concise as those 

which appear in Chapters 4 and 5 of this dissertation. 

While those quotations are the most lucid and 

representative, they arise from only a few interview 

pairs. Here, I use the words that were not as 

exemplary, but which help explain the coding system and 
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which give certain voices more presence in this 

document. 

The first reading focuses on the story, the what. 

"The reader/listener's goal is to understand the story, 

the context, the drama" [p. 5], Within the girls' 

voices telling about their experiences with writing 

process and peer conferencing, I looked for "recurrent 

words or images", "emotional resonances" [p. 5]. In 

this reading, the details about what happens in writing 

process and peer conferencing, as understood by each 

participant, were established by underlining or 

bracketing in black pen. It was possible to relate one 

participant's version to another's. Together, these 

voices of perceived realities established the shared 

notions of writing process and peer conferencing under 

which the participants operate. 

For example, I bracketed the following three 

exchanges as ones describing the "what" of peer 

conferencing: 

Int : What happened in the peer conference? 

Sara: Just like what happened in the sixth 

grade...we would read our stories to the other 

person and tell (each other) what we thought 

should be added or taken out. 
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Int : What would you do with those ideas that you 

got from your partner? 

Michaela: I'd read them over then look at my 

story to see what they meant...where things 

didn't make sense.... 

Int : You have a draft and you get in your group 

...you said you read your draft aloud...? 

Katina: To the group. 

Int : What was that for? Why did you have people 

listen? 

Thea: So that they could tell us what was wrong 

with it...if it was too short, too long... 

Katina: ...or if it didn't make any sense... 

Thea: ...or if it didn't have enough detail or if 

it had nothing to do with the stuff you had to 

write. 

Katina: Yeah. Sometimes they would just say that 

it didn't make any sense.... 

The second time through, "the reader listens for 

'self': the voice of the 'I' speaking in the story or, 

in other words, the 'I' who appears as actor or 

protagonist in the story of relational conflict" [p. 

6]. I listened for the narrator's representations of 
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her self/selves in the larger story. The story is "an 

attempt by the narrator to convey not only the facts, 

but his or her feelings and thoughts of the situation - 

the psychological experience. Statements with a 

reference to self as protagonist - what the 'I' is 

thinking, considering, doing, saying, feeling, learning 

- are underlined in green" [Brown, pp. 53-59]. 

In the terms of writing process and peer 

conferencing, participants made statements that 

indicated levels of self-knowledge of one's writing, 

self-confidence about one's writing, ownership of ideas 

and authority over writing. 

The three following passages were bracketed as 

examples of 'self' statements: 

Int : Go back to that situation. You've heard 

somebody's draft and you have something to 

say about the content. What do you say first? 

How do you start talking to them? 

Sara: Well, I just heard this story from her and 

I'd say, "Well, what about this part? Do you 

really want to add something or do you think 

it sounds right?" And then I would suggest what 

I would add.... 

Int : Okay, explain when you get a suggestion. 
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Explain what you mean by you "would take the 

suggestion". 

Michaela: When I get suggestions, I take them... 

and I see where they wanted it done...and on 

another piece of paper, I don't write the whole 

story over, just the paragraph or the sentences 

that the suggestion was made (about). Then I 

read (the story) and when I get to that part, 

I read the (other) paper and see if it sounds 

better, or if it makes sense. I read it out 

loud to them sometimes to see if it sounds 

better. 

Int : What I want to ask is, have you changed 

about taking suggestions? 

Saundra: I have. Because it lets me try other 

things and it gets me a better grade. 

Int : So what have you changed? 

Saundra: In the writing, when they tell me to 

change something, I'll try it. And if I don't 

like it, I'll just put it back the way I 

wanted it. 

Int : What do you think, Adassa? 

Adassa: I don't think I've changed that much 

because I hardly use suggestions. 
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The third and fourth readings were attentive to 

voices of care and justice. In the third, I listened 

for indications of care: response, connection/ 

attachment to others, attending/responding to others 

and to the self/selves, understanding others, awareness 

of other's needs. Statements which represent the 

presence of care were underlined or bracketed in red 

[Brown, p. 97]. When speaking about writing process and 

peer conferencing, the voices of care expressed 

awareness and concern about hurting others' feelings 

and apprehension about making people angry. 

For example, I underlined the following three 

exchanges as ones indicating care: 

Int : Why would you be "nice"? 

Katina: Because the kid's vulnerable. 

Int : How so? 

Katina: Like if he doesn't talk much, he must 

not know many people or just not in that 

class and so like you wouldn't want to come up 

to him and tell him that he doesn't make any 

sense or something. You would want to tell him 

sort of carefully. 

Alicia: You wouldn't really want to come right 

out and say, "It really just wasn't good." 
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Int : Why not? 

Alicia: If you didn't really know the person 

that great, they might get mad or something. 

Lache: You could still tell them, but you'd have 

to kind of say it in a way so that they 

wouldn't... 

Alicia: ...do it politely.... 

Lache: Yeah. Try to make it so they don't get 

angry. 

Alicia: You don't want to just tell them it 

stinks...they wouldn't maybe like you that 

much. 

Int : What are some of the things you have to be 

concerned about? 

Saundra: Their feelings. 

Int : Your friends? 

Saundra + Adassa: Yeah. 

Int : And the kid across the room? 

Saundra + Adassa: Yeah. 

Adassa: Like if you make a suggestion, they might 

think that it's not good enough. 

Saundra: You just have to be careful what you say. 
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In the fourth reading, I listened for indications 

of justice: reciprocity, issues of fairness, adherence 

to standards, equal treatment, concern for respect, 

right to one's own story. Statements which represent 

the presence of justice were underlined or bracketed in 

blue [p. 114]. Voices of justice showed interest in and 

concern about the process of writing process itself: 

accomplishing each cooperative step, helping the 

writing of others and getting help with their own 

writing. 

The following are examples of passages that I 

bracketed as justice: 

Meredith: It (peer conferencing) helps you so 

that you can get more ideas to help you with 

your story, because if you just sat down and 

wrote it you would be just stuck with yourself. 

A new person maybe thinking along different 

lines...would help you get better details or 

things that you missed that this person could 

pick up. 

Michaela: I like peer conferencing because we 

write and then we ask that person because to 

us what we're writing seems right, but when we 

read it out loud sometimes it doesn't sound 
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right...so that person could tell us if it 

doesn't or if it does. 

Alicia: It's for them to get better...because if 

you don't tell them, then when they turn it in 

they might not get the right grade. 

Lache: Most of the people in class, I know, you 

know, so I'd probably just tell them what was 

wrong with it. 

Int : And they don't get upset or angry at you? 

Lache: No, they think it helps. 

Int : Ahaa.... What about you, Alicia? Can you say 

anymore? 

Alicia: Yeah, it helps them. Like if I had to turn 

something in and someone told me that it wasn't 

that great, I would listen to them. 

Lache: It doesn't matter what it is...you just 

tell them. And if you don't tell them what you 

think about it...just be honest and tell 

them.... 

Int : What might happen if you didn't tell them? 

Alicia: They might get upset because they get a 

bad grade or something because you didn't tell 

what was wrong with it. 

Lache: They might not come back to you for 
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advice...just go to somebody else and ask 

because you didn't tell them the truth like 

what you thought about it the first time, so 

why come to you if you're not going to tell 

them? 

Alicia: You probably caused them to get a bad 

grade or something. If you had just come out 

* 

and told them, they would maybe have done 

better. 

Saundra: You're just trying to help them get a 

better paper. 

Adassa: Tell them how they could do better... 

Saundra: ...or just tell them what they need. 

In addition, I attempted to distinguish when these 

voices of care and justice reflected societal 

conventions of female and male behavior. I listened for 

resistance to convention and perhaps an opening to 

wholeness - an embrace against singular, 

gender-stereotyped behaviors [Brown and Gilligan, p. 

8]. Any such distinctions found were held in light of 

the illuminations on the construction of girls' 

realities that I have found [Alcoff, 1988; Brown, 1991; 

Davies, 1989; de Laurentis, 1984; Deutsch, 1944; 
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Gilbert, 1988a, 1988b, 1989a, 1989b, 1990; Gilbert and 

Taylor, 1991; Hare-Mustin and Marecek, 1990; Heilbrun, 

1988; Hekman, 1991; Horney, 1926; Lott, 1990; Thompson, 

1942; Unger, 1990; Walkerdine, 1986, 1990; Weedon, 

1987]. 

At the same time that I searched for voices 

speaking through the data, I listened for and noted 

other kinds of words and phrases that sounded 

meaningful even though they may lie outside the 

listening focus. I tried to be ready to hear such 

things as expected or unexpected comments, surprises, 

and interesting connections or patterns. Such 

categories of information and patterns of relation 

(themes) can be examined. As soon as I made categories, 

the noted pages were separated out and grouped together 

in folders [Bogdan and Biklen, 1982]. In the case of 

units of data that were coded for more than one 

category, duplicates were made and placed. 

After the phenomena are described in the 

participants' words, and connections between 

commonalities have been explained, data analysis 

requires the development of tentative theories 

regarding the meanings and a search for alternative 

explanations. To facilitate these processes, I tried to 

see if reorganizing the data might lead to different 
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findings [Patton, 1980], checking for negative 

instances in patterns [Marshall and Rossman, 1989]. 

The findings incorporate four layers, which, 

because of the bulk of material and the range of 

topics, I have divided into two chapters. Included in 

Chapter 4 are (a) short profiles of the participants 

drawn from self-portraits authored by them and informed 

by the final short piece of writing they did for me and 

my notes about each interview pair; (b) a description 

of these adolescent girls' experiences with peer 

conferencing told in their own voices; and (c) a 

description of their affective responses to peer 

conferencing in their own words. Chapter 5 is a 

presentation of the participants' voices of self/ 

selves, care and justice as they appear in their 

discussions about two specific peer conference 

experiences indicating a blending and resistance to the 

dominant discourses. 

In transcribing the girls' talk into this 

document, for coherence, I have edited myself out, 

eliminated "urn,*' "like,” and "you know", and combined 

related ideas when they originally appeared in separate 

comments.Their words provide the perspectives which 

inform the theory I build from the data gathered 

[Taylor and Bogdan, 1984; Marshall and Rossman, 1989]. 
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Establishing Trustworthiness 

Multiple methods of data collection and data 

management have been deliberately built into the design 

of this study in order to assure trustworthiness. A 

qualitative analyst returns to the data over and over 

again to see if the constructs, categories, 

explanations and interpretations make sense, if they 

reflect the nature of the phenomenon [Patton, 1980]. To 

further insure credibility and consistency, I include 

three recommendations of Lincoln and Guba [1985]: an 

audit trail, member checking and recognition of 

researcher biases. 

The collection of documents which includes 

observation notes, informational letters, consent 

forms, interview transcripts, participants' written 

profiles, and my researcher's journal provides a way to 

follow the plans, responses, questions, and reflections 

as they developed during the course of this study. 

To the extent that participants are able to relate 

to the description and analysis in a qualitative 

report, it is reasonable to accept the credibility of 

the report [Patton, 1980]. Thus, member checks with the 

participants about the interviews are part of the data 

gathering process itself and were considered during 
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data review in order to confirm the validity of the 

data and the researcher's interpretations and 

observations. 

Member checks were provided by asking the girls to 

review the printed transcripts and note particularly 

important ideas in them. While this strategy greatly 

appealed to me because it provided a way for the girls 

to participate even more deeply in the creation of new 

knowledge, they seemed less than enchanted with the 

notion of reviewing their interview transcripts. As a 

result, little new material came out of this phase of 

data gathering and data checking. The girls appeared 

uninterested in participating in this way, claiming 

satisfaction with their transcripted words as they 

stood. 

In addition, the actual first names of the 

participants are used in the acknowledgment page of the 

resulting document. This is a modest honorarium for 

their efforts and may have worked as an incentive for 

thoughtfulness and candor. I believe actual 

identification of the participant can be a powerful 

factor in what gets told: "If you're not going to use 

my real name, do I have to tell the truth?" [Alverman, 

1991] In the profiles, findings, and discussion 
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sections I use pseudonyms chosen by each participant in 

order to provide a modicum of anonymity and privacy. 

Finally, as the researcher in this study, I 

readily acknowledge two key biases that I bring with me 

into this inquiry. First, as an English teacher 

committed to the teaching of writing as a process, I 

carry with me a highly favorable opinion of that method 

and recognize the possibility of my misunderstanding 

the participants' explanations of their experience 

doing writing process activities. On a deeper level, as 

a feminist teacher, my concern has long been for those 

"disappeared" adolescent girls cloistered in 

classrooms, fearing they were going out into the 

patriarchal world ready-made victims. I feel it has 

been a particular failure of mine that I have been 

unable to communicate successfully with such students 

in my classroom and I recognize now my urge to hear 

them indicate that they are not victims but 

self-knowledgeable, self-confident and strong young 

women. 

With these project designs for trustworthiness and 

this awareness of my own biases, I believe my 

interpretations have been constructively critical. In 

this study I was not in search of "one truth"? I aimed 

to be instructed by voices heretofore unavailable. My 
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objective was to discover, describe and explore lived 

realities. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PORTRAITS OF THE GIRLS, THE INTERVIEW PAIRS AND 

THEIR REPORTED PEER CONFERENCE EXPERIENCES 

Introduction 

I begin this chapter with introductions of the 

girls in order to give a sense of persons and 

personalities against which their words can play. The 

girls are introduced by short portraits in their own 

words and then in my words taken from my notes about 

each interview pair. The portraits are constructed from 

the descriptions they wrote of themselves and their 

written responses to questions. The descriptions of 

their presences during the interviews and each one's 

interactions with her partner come from notes I made 

during and after each meeting. 

The end section of this chapter offers a glimpse 

of the web of the peer conference experience reported 

in the girls' own words. On a cautionary note, my 

interpretations here and in Chapter 5 are focused 

solely upon what these girls report and discuss in 

their interviews; I can not know what they actually do 

in peer conferences nor if what they talk about 
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genuinely reflects their true responses or some 

imagined ideal. 

Nonetheless, their thoughts turn and flex around 

the experience of doing peer conferences and, in 

particular, negotiating the interpersonal twists and 

intricacies of giving and receiving advice. Further, 

their words and how they talk about their experiences 

partially reveal their affective responses. From the 

palette of individual experiences, these girls create 

impressionist pictures which mirror each other, 

providing a look into what it is like for these 

adolescents to share their writing and give and receive 

advice in the writing process. 

The Portraits 

Coupling four 40-minute interviews with the girls' 

reviews of the typed transcripts gave me thought-full 

accounts of their thoughts and feelings around the 

specific experiences of peer conferencing. 

Realistically speaking, however, our initial 

relationship as strangers, the fleeting nature of the 

interviews, and my adult/teacher status made it 

difficult for me to get to know them in depth. I could 
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only begin to establish a deeper understanding of them: 

who they are or how they perceive themselves. 

In order to get a step closer, during the second 

interview I asked the girls to write out a short 

profile of themselves. Later I asked them to write out 

answers to questions I had become curious about and 

which had occurred to me only as the interviews had 

progressed. These portraits, constructed from those 

profiles and answers, give me their perceived 

descriptions of themselves: who they are and what kind 

of person/girl they are, the rules for being a girl, 

and their perspectives about what it means to be a 

girl. The portraits are offered here as beginning 

sketches, to be filled in later with the colors of 

care, justice and selves. 

I present their written pieces as the initial, 

introductory outlines of the girls. My blend of their 

words, found in the two brief self-explorations 

described above, constitutes the text of the portraits 

that follow. The descriptions that appear are taken 

directly from both those written responses, without 

alteration. The renderings, although rudimentary, are 

special offerings, empty of artifice. For the most 

part, they provide a self-selected, self-guided look 

into the lives of these girls and how they see 
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themselves. Unfortunately, Alicia never responded to my 

curiosity questions, and so her presence has much less 

detail. And Thea never provided either of the writings 

and so is not represented with a portrait. 

As the interviews commenced and progressed, I was 

drawn to make observations of the girls, their 

behaviors and their interactions in addition to the 

notes I made concerning the content of their talk. 

Their presences during the interviews seemed as 

important as their words in offering me a picture of 

who they were as well as what their experience was 

like. 

Each interview had a texture to it that came from 

the girls' attention, posture and manner of their talk. 

Even while attending to the content of their responses 

to the interview questions, I was aware of how they 

were participating. After each interview I made two 

sets of notes. The first focused primarily on the 

content of the talk, marked with questions, 

speculations and ideas for better questions. My second 

set of notes detailed my impressions of what I had 

observed and sensed about the girls during the 

interview. 

Thus, the profiles of the girls appear paired with 

their interview partner and are followed by my 
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impressions of the girls and about the interview pair 

taken from my notes. 

Kelly 

My name is Kelly and I am 13 years old. I am tall 

and very blond with brown eyes. I am lucky to own a 

quarter horse and a dog who has more than one name. I 

have an older brother who is psychotic! My hobbies are 

horseback riding, sewing, drawing, rollerskating, 

hanging with my friends and going to the mall. My 

favorite type of music is heavy metal. To be a true 

girl is to have a feminine mind; like to love and to 

live and to love to love; to have a mind free of 

dribble. 

Kelly is clearly an active, doing girl who, in the 

last sentence seems to be struggling to find a balance 

between what she knows and likes (activity) and what 

she suspects are more proper concerns for a girl 

(loving and relating). She appears to be on Gilligan's 

[1990b] edge of psychological resistance when 

adolescent girls begin to go underground, to lose the 

self, to begin to silence themselves for the sake of 

relationships outside the self. This is the same 
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struggle with the dominant discourse detailed by both 

Walkerdine [1990] and Gilbert [1989, 1991]. 

Sara 

My name is Sara and I am 13 years old. My hobbies 

are listening to music (my favorite kind is classic 

rock) and reading. My favorite kind of books are 

mysteries, the Hardy Boys to be exact. Also, I love 

writing poems. The unwritten rules about being a girl? 

We girls are supposed to love the color pink and dolls. 

We're supposed to dress nicely and set good examples 

for others. We are supposed to be a good girl by doing 

what we're told, not making rude noises, and loving 

all. These rules come from Mother Nature, I suppose. 

Most of mine come from my great-grandmother. 

Sara is very aware of the dominant discourse's 

rules and expectations for girls. But her use of the 

word "supposed” implies a suspicion of those rules and 

expectations and an initial resistance to them. 

Initially quiet, Kelly and Sara quickly became 

comfortable with the process. Both girls were 

thoughtful, talkative and animated. In answering my 

questions, they frequently took off with ideas and 

engaged each other in friendly debate and banter. 
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looking at each other regularly. They looked me in the 

eye easily. Their ease seemed to belie their 

designation as disappeared girls until I checked with 

their teachers who reconfirmed that Kelly's and Sara's 

classroom behaviors did indeed match the description of 

disappeared girls. Apparently, in the less public, less 

populated interview situation, they found it easy to 

speak. 

Meredith 

My name is Meredith and I'm an average 13 year 

old. I have a lot of interests that are always 

changing. I read a lot! Reading and English are my 

favorite subjects in school. Even though my interests 

change I have always loved animals, especially cats. 

When I get older, I hope to do something in forestry. 

To be a true girl and a good girl means to have good 

morals and to submit to authority but to have your own 

independence too. I don't think you have to be delicate 

to be a girl. The rules I follow come from the Bible. 

Meredith shows her struggle is beyond the 

suspicion stage. She is trying to reconcile that girls 

are expected to "submit to authority" and yet manifest 

the will to be one's own authority. 
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Michaela 

My name is Michaela, I am 13 and I have real long 

light brown hair and green eyes. I enjoy doing many 

things. I like to play sports, like volleyball, but I 

love writing. It may not show through my past English 

grades but that's because we were doing punctuation. I 

like to do real writing, story writing. I like going to 

the beach and different places. I think school is okay. 

I think the unwritten rules are about knowing your 

place in life and how to go about it. You are supposed 

to be, I don't know, lady-like. I think people come up 

with these rules for girls because we're always being 

the more intelligent one, and being able to express 

ourselves better, especially in writing. 

Michaela expresses suspicion and resistance to 

what girls are "supposed to be", offering a conspiracy 

theory because girls are so obviously better. She is 

active and thoughtful and doesn't like the idea of 

having to give that up. 

Meredith and Michaela were thoughtful and 

talkative but somewhat reserved. While they readily 

expanded upon ideas, they did not engage with each 

other much. Some verbal exchanges took place as well as 

some eye contact. Initially shy, their eye contact with 
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me became comfortable. They clearly loved to write and 

did lots of it in and out of school. 

Katina 

My name is Katina and I'm blondhaired with blue 

eyes. I was lucky to move here; I've got a lot of good 

friends here. I was brought up in a messed up household 

and learned that there is more to life than the phone, 

malls, and movies. I also learned that your friends are 

not always going to be there when you need them, so you 

have to learn how to be independent. I'd say the 

unwritten rules say you have to be caring, 

understanding, and tough. I say that because a "real" 

girl should always care about other people and be there 

for friends. You have to be understanding because most 

of the time you have to know what someone else is going 

through to actually help them. And I say tough because 

you can't let anyone push you around, you have to stick 

up for what you think is right and who cares what 

anyone else thinks? And if someone calls you a bitch, 

you can't stand for that, you have to fight back. (I'm 

sorry that the word was used but that is the only way I 

can express myself and explain the rule.) Because if 

you start now and let everyone push you around and say 
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stuff like that about you, who knows what you're going 

to be like when you grow up. If you do that then you 

can't be independent. 

Katina's life has obviously provided her with some 

serious lessons about living, getting along, and 

surviving. For her, being tough is as important as 

being a caring, understanding girl. Yet while caring is 

important, she devalues it because it can lead (has 

led) to problems and possible hurt. She expresses a 

strong rejection of passivity and an embrace of a 

strong, independent self. 

Katina and her interview partner Thea (who did not 

provide a written profile or answers) responded quietly 

to questions and sometimes became silly, teasing each 

other. They seemed not terribly interested in the 

questions and did not seem to give a lot of thought to 

their answers. Many times I found I had to ask 

questions in different ways to help them get at what 

they had to say. They tended to answer with one answer 

and never elaborated, rather repeating the same 

response. Eye contact was made between them only during 

times of teasing each other, not for discussion of 

interview questions. Eyes usually cast down during my 
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questions and looking off as they answered, they made 

eye contact with me infrequently. 

Alicia 

My name is Alicia and I will be 13 in January, 

1992. I have dirty blond hair and blue eyes. I like 

school and most subjects. I like English a lot. I live 

with my Mom, Dad and two brothers Bobby and Brendan. I 

used to have a dog but on October 2 he ran away. 

Alicia's comments are the most disturbing to me 

because there is almost no person represented. While it 

may only be the result of her incomplete, truncated 

response, the impression is one of a girl who has 

nearly disappeared altogether. 

Lache 

My name is Lache and I am 13 years old, the 

youngest of three. I kind of like school, because if I 

didn't go to school I wouldn't have as many friends as 

I do. In my spare time I like to talk on the phone and 

go to the mall. When I grow up I would like to become a 

chef. There are no rules of being a girl. A girl can do 
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anything she wants to. There are no things that a girl 

can't do. You have to live. 

For Lache, friends and relationships are important 

but not all-important. She is a determined girl. She is 

resisting the dominant discourse rules strongly; right 

now, nothing will hold her back from doing the things 

she wants to do. 

Alicia and Lache were also very quiet, giving 

limited answers and never expanding upon ideas. They 

were quite reserved physically as well as vocally, 

their voices were very soft and it was difficult to 

hear them. They commented only in response to my 

questions, never offered anything extra and never 

talked to each other during the interviews. They never 

engaged each other in any way. They usually looked down 

or into middle distance; eye contact with me was made 

sometimes during my questions, rarely as they answered. 

Saundra 

My name is Saundra and I'm 14 years old. I have a 

little sister, a stepsister, a stepbrother, a 

stepfather, and my mom. I hope to go to college and 

become a lawyer. To be a girl, you have to be sweet, 

dress a certain way, talk a certain way (no swearing, 
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but we do anyway), be able to flirt, and be able to 

hold on to a long-term relationship. 

Saundra is very aware of and accepting of the 

dominant discourse rules. But she also shows that she 

knows real life is not totally that way by the simple 

fact that girls swear. For her, this implies a 

subversion of the rules, a resistance. 

Adassa 

My name is Adassa and I am 13 years old and the 

last child in my family. My family is from Jamaica. I 

live with my mother and 3 sisters and 1 brother. There 

are twelve nieces and nephews. I do not have a father 

and I have no grandparents. I like to talk on the 

phone, watch tv, listen to the radio, play the piano, 

and read books. I like being around my friends and 

family. I'm a very nice person. School is all right, I 

guess. I hate when teachers call on me to read or 

answer questions. I don't think there are any unwritten 

rules about being a girl. And if there are any, I 

wouldn't obey them anyway. 

Adassa may not have thought much about what it 

means to be a girl and never looked at the expectations 



of the dominant discourse and so doesn't see any rules. 

Yet she says she would resist them anyway, just in 

case. 

Saundra and Adassa were quite shy and the quietest 

of all. They were thoughtful about what they said but 

never seemed sure of what they had to say. Their 

answers were painfully short and I always found myself 

saying too much in order to elicit responses. They 

never talked to each other or took any opportunity to 

expand upon ideas on their own. Eye contact between 

them was non-existent and rarely made with me; they 

kept their eyes down or looked into middle distance 

when listening to my questions and while giving their 

short answers. 

It is interesting to consider these profiles, 

remembering that these girls are identified as 

"disappeared" adolescent girls. My observations of 

these girls, supported by teacher concurrence, told me 

that they were silent, passive and indifferent, their 

behavior consisting of silence, lowered eyes and 

avoidance of eye contact, and immobility. 

But here, in their words about themselves, I see a 

divergence from the expected. For example, although 

"disappeared" adolescent girls are supposed to be 
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overly concerned with relationship, only three of the 

girls use family relationships/position in their 

descriptions of themselves. In addition, instead of 

subscribing wholesale to passive positions or endeavors 

such as sitting out or watching others, the primary, 

and unexpected, descriptors they used for themselves 

are the things they do: sports, activities, hobbies. 

Further, in their answers about what it means to be a 

girl, they claim they can do anything, be independent, 

and be tough. Michaela even offers the idea that if 

there really are any rules for being a girl, they were 

made up because girls are so much better. 

Yet some of their responses to the end questions 

about "rules for being a girl" do repeat lines about 

behaviors and attitudes which are prescribed by the 

dominant discourse: being caring, loving, lady-like, a 

good girl. This reveals the sinister power of those 

prescriptions to influence the choices girls make for 

themselves as described by Weedon [1987] and Walkerdine 

[1990]. What they say shows me that these girls are 

struggling between (a) the will to act, to be fully 

human and (b) the wish to fulfill the dominant notion 

of what it means to be successfully female. There is an 

underlying drive to find a practical equilibrium for 

themselves as they move between their desire to act out 
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society's script for girls and their need to honor 

their selves and act genuinely. 

The Experience 

In the beginning interview I sought to establish 

two things: (a) a relationship with the girls, at least 

a thin connection, and (b) the reality of peer 

conference, according to their experience. It is 

interesting to see how the girls talked about doing 

peer conferencing, but I am especially intrigued by the 

subtle considerations and negotiations they 

acknowledged and accommodated within the peer 

conference experience. The texts printed here are those 

which jumped out in answer to my first and second 

questions, "What do adolescent girls have to say about 

their experiences in peer conferencing?" and "How do 

adolescent girls affectively respond to peer 

conferencing?" These texts retained significance 

through five readings of the interview transcripts. 

I begin with the girls' described realities of the 

peer conference. They spoke of it in nearly identical 

terms, spelling out a shared understanding of the 

purpose of peer conferencing, what you do, things you 

say, and what you do with suggestions. Next is their 
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detailing of the intricate exchanges between peers and 

how they negotiate their way. Here they presented the 

interpersonal concerns of how to give suggestions, the 

possibility of hurting feelings, and the difference 

between working with a friend or a student from across 

the room. 

The Shared Understanding of the Peer 

Conference Experience 

Sara, by virtue of being in the first interview 

pair, was the first to report the facts of a peer 

conference succinctly by saying, 

In sixth grade we read it to the other person and 

they told us what they thought about it and what 

they think is too much or too little; then they 

would read us theirs and we would tell them 

all that. [And in seventh grade], we would read 

our stories to the other person and tell what we 

thought should be added or taken out...just like 

what happened in sixth grade. 

Her description of the peer conference is the 

operational one echoed by all the others. 

Additionally, the girls acknowledged and agreed 

that, for them at least, the central purpose of the 
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peer conference was to help the writer with the 

writing. As Meredith said. 

Usually you pick your friend to be your partner 

and we would each read and we would tell what we 

liked and didn't like about it and what you could 

fix or if you needed some ideas to go along past 

what you'd already written. You know your friend 

could help you out. I guess it helps you so that 

you can get more ideas to help you with your 

story. 

Her later comments include reference to what one may or 

may not do with such help: "My attitude is that they're 

just trying to help you and it's your choice if you 

want to take the suggestion or not. They're just trying 

to help you out". 

This exchange between her and Michaela further 

established their shared understanding of the primary 

underlying function of peer conferencing: 

Michaela: I think it's to help you write better. 

You're just not writing for yourself, you're 

writing for others. You're not just writing so 

that you understand it but you're trying to 

make it clear for other people too. 

Meredith: Yes, you want to make the story inter- 
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esting to other people. If you don't talk to 

other people about it and see if they like it, 

if you just write it, sometimes it may be 

interesting to you but not to anybody else. So 

you need help in that. 

Michaela later adds, 

I think they're just trying to help me. I write 

them down [suggestions] and I think if they really 

make sense. I write them in and say, 'They're 

trying to help my story be the best it can.' So I 

just take them and write them over a couple of 

times and see how it sounds. 

Alicia and Lache added confirmation that peer 

conferencing was good for helping the sense of a piece 

of writing: 

Lache: It's good for a second opinion about some¬ 

thing. 

Alicia: About if it makes any sense and if it's 

good enough to turn in the way it is. Like 

some things I said a few times and it didn't 

really make sense, saying it a couple of 

times. And she noticed it and so I crossed 

it out. 
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Clearly, for these girls, the peer conference is 

the arena where a writer first reads a piece aloud and 

receives responses and suggestions from the peer and 

then offers the same attention for the peer. The 

primary underlying function for the peer conference is 

purposeful help for the writer and her writing. 

In order to help the writer and the writing, 

certain kinds of ideas and suggestions are offered in 

very considered ways. The girls obviously drew on 

experience and were able to explain the kinds of ideas 

and suggestions that can get shared. 

According to Meredith, examples of the ideas that 

could be shared were requests for clarification and 

observations about the piece's effectiveness. She said. 

Sometimes my partner would tell me, 'Well, I 

didn't like this part. I think you should try to 

make it clearer for me because I don't understand 

it too much.' or 'I don't think you're going to be 

able to go along too much with this part of it. I 

don't think you'll be able to carry the story on 

with that. So maybe you should change it.' And I 

would do the same for her. 

Thea and Katina repeated the kinds of things 

partners or peer groups might tell a writer about the 
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general sense of the work, its length, or where plot or 

characterization went awry: 

Thea: They could tell us what was wrong with it... 

if it was too short, too long. 

Katina: Or if it didn't make any sense. 

Thea: Or if it didn't have enough detail or if it 

had nothing to do with the stuff you had to 

write. 

Katina: Yeah. Sometimes they would just say that 

it didn't make any sense. 

Beyond the kinds of suggestions that could be 

offered, there was always the deeper issue of’ what the 

writer can do with suggestions once she gets them. It 

is here that my fascination really lies because of the 

simple yet startling things these girls said. Their 

comments are startling because, according to what I 

understand Gilligan [1990, et al. 1991] to claim, 

disappeared girls at this age could be expected to 

accept suggestions and automatically make the changes 

in their writing. That is, they would come out of 

relationship with themselves by letting go their hold 

on their text, making the suggested changes in order to 

maintain relationship with the other and their stance 

as female. Such were not the responses reported by the 
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girls in this study. The meaning of their responses of 

resistance and the stance they took toward suggestions 

makes up a major portion of the following chapter; 

here, the girls speak simply of what they can do with 

suggestions about their writing. 

In an exchange between Kelly and Sara, Sara 

mentions succinctly what one might do with such advice 

by saying, "You will either take their advice or not 

take their advice." And Alicia clearly states that, "If 

I didn't like any [suggestions] she made, I could just 

not do them if I didn't want to." Also, she says, "You 

look it over first. Because they might have suggested 

taking out a sentence and you might like it there. And 

you might say you want to keep it in." 

In these early interviews then, the girls are sure 

and clear as they establish several things. First, a 

peer conference calls for sharing oneself by reading 

aloud/listening to the writing and offering/receiving 

suggestions about content. Next, these girls understood 

the primary function of peer conferencing is to help 

the writer and her writing. They had specific ideas 

about what they could say as suggestions. And most 

interestingly, they knew the writer has options and 

control: she may try out suggestions, take them, use 
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them, or simply disregard them. They understand that it 

is the writer who has control over the writing. 

The Negotiations 

In the interviews, the girls expanded upon the 

fleeting exchanges during peer conferencing, especially 

the giving of advice or suggestions. For these girls, 

the idea of talking to another person about her/his 

writing was not a simple, clear-cut case of diagnosis 

and recommendation, but a complex series of considered 

negotiations, a struggle to somehow show both care and 

justice. Their talk indicates an awareness of degrees 

of connection, atmosphere, nuance, feeling, and 

responsibility to the process implicit in such 

exchanges during peer conferencing. 

Three connected relational issues of significance 

arose in their discussions about responding to another 

student's writing in the peer conference. Their serious 

commitment to the helping aspect of the peer conference 

(justice) ran smack into the overall problem of how to 

give suggestions and was greatly influenced by their 

major concern about possibly hurting the writer's 

feelings (care). All this, in turn, was mediated by who 

the writer is: a friend or another student not well 
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known. In the interplay, how one gives suggestions was 

governed by who the receiver was and the potential 

impact of risking hurt feelings. 

The girls' voices weave and balance the concerns 

for care and justice throughout their explanations of 

these negotiations. For example, in relation to how one 

gives suggestions, I heard the voices of care worry 

about hurting someone's feelings and the voices of 

justice claim the importance of giving good, helpful 

suggestions regardless of feelings. 

Initial comments about how to give suggestions 

circled around a specific, gentle strategy. Meredith 

and Michaela talked about the subtle technique of 

saying what one likes first about another person's 

piece of writing as a preliminary to making 

suggestions: 

Michaela: You have to think how you can present 

to them where the problem is in their story. 

You have to compliment them on something. 

Like say, 'This sounds really good and if you 

want your story to sound even better...' then 

you make the suggestion. Every time you make 

a suggestion you should ask, 'Do you think 

that will sound better?' You know, get their 

opinion on it too. 
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Meredith: The first thing I would do would be find 

the part I like, usually you have a part that 

you really like in a story. And then I would 

ask a question about the part that I didn't 

understand, the part they should fix. Then I 

would make a suggestion and, like Michaela 

said, ask them if it sounds all right. 

In the second negotiation strategy they also 

recommended helping the writer by giving specific 

suggestions for possible changes: 

Meredith: You might pick up something that you 

think she should change but you've got to 

put it together so you know what she could 

do about it instead of just saying, 'Change 

that.' You should tell them, 'I think that 

maybe you should put this in here instead.' 

Have it all set before you tell them that. 

You can't just tell them it's wrong, you've 

got to tell them what to do with it. 

Michaela: They might not understand...because they 

don't know what you're thinking about their 

story. You have to express yourself...not 

tell them how they should change things but 

make suggestions. Telling means that you're 
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kind of writing their story for them; you're 

telling them they have to put it this way 

because it sounds better. But if you give 

them a few suggestions, they think about which 

one they like better and they'll still be 

writing their own story. 

For Meredith and Michaela, then, there were 

specific strategies one should use in order to make the 

offered suggestions most effective: begin by gently 

praising something in the writing, go on to offer ideas 

to the writer, and be careful not to take the stance of 

telling the writer what she should do. 

Talking to another student about their writing is 

a complex, tricky endeavor as is evident in the 

following exchange between Kelly and Sara. In this 

third negotiation strategy, they both bring up the 

greatest underlying concern eventually mentioned by all 

the girls: hurting someone's feelings. 

Sara: When you have suggestions for somebody's 

piece of writing you might want to like... 

I don't know, kind of ease it into the con¬ 

versation, because you don't want to hurt 

their feelings...because some people are 

very... 
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Kelly: ...sensitive... 

Sara: ...there you go! Sensitive to what you say 

about their writing. 

Being careful about hurting someone's feelings 

with suggestions is not the only concern. Besides the 

awareness of possible hurt feelings, all the girls 

recognize different delivery methods for suggestions; 

that is, one can either be blunt or careful in one's 

offerings. The third complication is the necessity of 

making allowances for the relationship to the recipient 

in the peer conference: a friend or another student not 

well known. 

The Negotiation Knot 

There was no consensus about how one should offer 

suggestions to different peer conference partners. Each 

girl had to resolve how to conduct that interaction for 

herself. Frequently in their discussions, initial 

positions (for bluntness or carefulness) wavered into 

cloudy indecision as they came to recognize the 

bewildering complexity of caring for someone's feelings 

while trying to offer good, clear suggestions in order 

to help the writer with her writing. Some girls 
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approached the conference from a stance of care, others 

went for bluntness, while still others decided 

according to the situation. All felt the importance of 

the relationship with the peer and weighed it 

carefully. 

Kelly and Sara wrestle with explaining this 

interplay between conferencing with a friend or a kid 

across the room and suggesting bluntly or being 

careful. The phrase "the kid across the room" came out 

of differentiating between students who are friends and 

students one does not know very well. 

Sara: If you know that person well, then you can 

just blunt it out. But if you're with some¬ 

body you don't know, then you should really 

be kind of sensitive about it. Sometimes, 

with people you don't know, they kind of feel 

awkward with you when you try to suggest 

stuff to them. 

Kelly: So you just draw it into a sentence and 

it's a lot easier. 

Sara: For them and for you. With a friend, you 

know that person. They know that it's just a 

suggestion and you're trying to help them. 

Kelly: Right. 

Sara: The people you don't know well, they think 
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you're trying to like_ 

Kelly: ...be rude...and shrug them off. 

Sara: Yeah. 

Kelly: But it's important that you don't be too 

subtle. 

Immediately after this dialogue, the girls explain 

more about what 'friend' means, to 'know' that person 

and, conversely, to not know a person like a friend. 

This succinct discussion was reflected in different 

ways by each interview pair. 

Kelly: When you're friends, you know that person. 

Sara: You know a ton about them...all their 

secrets and everything. And you know how 

they'll feel when you comment about their 

work. 

Kelly: If you don't know the person...how can I 

say this?... 

Sara: ...then you don't know how they feel about 

your work and then if you say stuff about 

their work, you don't know how they feel if 

you don't know them. Then you should really 

just kind of lay back a little and just ease 

it. 
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Some girls felt a friend needed more careful 

treatment while others felt one could tell a friend 

anything right out. As for the student who is not well 

known, some said she needed careful suggestions even as 

others advised being blunt. 

In the lengthy excerpt below, Meredith and 

Michaela spend considerable time discussing the knot of 

complexities around being blunt with a friend or kid 

across the room and who needed careful advice. Michaela 

eventually backs off, saying that everyone needs care: 

Michaela: I would never be blunt first, right off 

the bat because they just read you their story. 

You know...they worked hard on it, you want to 

show that you appreciated it and that you 

really care about their story and how they're 

writing and you want to help them. 

Meredith: If you're with your friend and you're 

joking around, you could fool around and say 

right out what you think, but jokingly. They 

wouldn't be mad at you. It's easy to tell them. 

They don't care if it's something mean...it 

doesn't bother them. They take it better 

because they're friends and they know that you 

wouldn't want to hurt their feelings or 

anything. 
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Michaela: I think it's easier to tell a person 

from across the room more blunt because you 

don't really know them. Your friends are 

close to you and you're supposed to be nice 

to them...so you have to be careful with your 

friends. You might know how your friends 

write, they might take it fine, you know them 

better. But you also have to be careful with 

the person across the room because you don't 

really know them. 

Meredith: For me, it's easier to tell my friends 

suggestions. But somebody across the room it's 

more like I want to be careful. With friends 

you can be more blunt because you're friends. 

You can be blunt but with a smile. You don't 

really say, 'That was stupid' or 'I don't think 

that sounds right, I think you should change 

it'. But for somebody across the room, I'd be 

like, 'This is a good part, but what about 

this?' You know, I'd ask a question, try to be 

nicer. 

Michaela: You know your friends. I mean, you know 

how they are, you know how they'll react to 

certain things. You understand them better. 

Meredith: Yeah. 
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Thea and Katina engaged in an almost identical 

discussion exhibiting the same awareness of the 

complexities around how one gives suggestions to which 

students. 

In Lache and Alicia's extended discussion about 

negotiating the advice-giving phase, they began with 

clear, direct intentions to be blunt. As they continued 

to talk, however, their commitment to bluntness wavered 

and they both waffled a bit until the complexity of the 

issue became overwhelming: 

Lache: I would just tell them about it. 

Alicia: You just tell them. 

Lache: Like tell them that like it doesn't make 

sense or something...and what you think is 

wrong with it. 

Alicia: If it was a kid from across the room I'd 

probably do the same thing. Because it's for 

them to get better. 

Lache: Just tell them. And if it was your friend, 

still tell them. They would probably accept it 

more if you were their friend than from someone 

that they don't know. 

Alicia: Yeah, that's true. Your friends will 

listen to you so it would be easier. You can 

tell them everything but just in different 
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ways. If it was my friend, yeah I'd come right 

out and say it. But if it was this other person 

I didn't know, I would say everything I had to 

say but just put it in a different way. 

Lache: Because you know your friends and you know 

how they'll react to what you're going to say. 

If it's someone that you don't know, then 

you...I don't know...it's hard to explain. 

In contrast to the previous pairs, Saundra and 

Adassa never wavered from their belief in 

straightforward, blunt talk in the peer conference. 

Although they admitted a friend would probably be more 

understanding of blunt advice, they saw no reason to 

dance around with how one offers suggestions to the 

student from across the room: just tell it. 

Saundra: Same way you'd talk to anybody else. Tell 

him what's wrong with it. If it's a friend, you 

just tell them straight out...what's wrong with 

the paper and help them fix it. I wouldn't talk 

any different to my friend than to the kid 

across the room. 

Adassa: I would. Because you know your friend so 

it would probably be easier to talk to them 
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than the kid across the room. 

Saundra: I don't think you would treat them 

differently. It's going to be the same either 

way...you're just trying to help them. Your 

friend will understand that you're not trying 

to do anything wrong...you're just trying to 

help them get a better paper. 

The intricacies of these issues surrounding how to 

offer suggestions to whom challenge the care and 

justice equilibrium of these girls as they negotiate 

their way. Somehow, they deliberate and struggle 

towards reaching a new balance between two major 

concerns as their care for someone's feelings crashes 

into their concern for the peer conference process - 

doing the right thing for another's feelings vs. doing 

the right thing by offering good, clear suggestions for 

the writer and the writing. To my eye, this is the 

tangle between the two realms of Gilligan's care and 

justice concerns, played out not in a moral dilemna, 

but in the girls' common, day-to-day classroom 

experience. 

In this way, these girls outwardly exhibit their 

internal struggles with the prescriptive dominant 

discourses as outlined by Weedon [1987], Walkerdine 
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[1990], and Gilbert and Taylor [1991]: despite the 

desire to be nice or lady-like, the girls know mere 

niceties will not help the writer or the writing. They 

understand the kinds of suggestions that are helpful to 

a writer and are ready to make them. Although one way 

to look at this is to see their advice-giving as a 

manifestation of the feminine role of helping, I 

believe it is also accurate to see them in the position 

of writing colleagues who speak knowledgeably and with 

authority about the text with other writers. 

Further, this struggle shows their capacity for 

embodying the full range of human perspectives 

mentioned by Gilligan [1990b, et al. 1991]. Clearly, 

they strive to make sense of how one can be responsive 

to the person - the perspective of care - while showing 

respect for the process - the perspective of justice. 

In contrast to Gilligan's observations, these 

"disappeared” girls are not silent, but rather say they 

would speak up in the peer conference, willingly 

offering suggestions in either the most efficient or 

most caring way they deem appropriate, risking hurt 

feelings and possible loss of relationship. 

It seems to me that teaching writing as a process, 

specifically the form of peer conferencing with its 

guidelines and procedures, has given these girls two 
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valuable things: (a) the assistance to realize that 

they possess knowledge and expertise, and (b) a safe 

arena to exercise that authority and their own voices 

as they speak to other writers about the text. I 

believe the two are crucial for these girls in their 

discovering of and maintaining their selves. The 

evidence I found of their holding on to and expressing 

their selves constitutes the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5 

THE COLORS OF CARE, JUSTICE AND THE SELVES 

Introduction 

This chapter presents a more in-depth look at the 

girls themselves and their voices about the particular 

process writing event called peer conferencing. More 

precisely, it zeroes in on the specific peer 

conferencing aspect wherein the writer receives 

suggestions about changing the content of her writing, 

how and what she decides to do about such suggestions, 

and what that feels like. This layered, detailed 

presentation of the girls' affective experiences in 

peer conferencing, their writing decisions, their 

voices of justice and care and their selves begins with 

their description of their felt experience. As noted in 

the previous chapter, my understanding is based solely 

upon their verbal reports and discussions in the 

interviews; I can not, in fact, know what they actually 

do in peer conference but trust that their words 

represent what is true for them. 

The second section of this chapter is built around 

the girls' words that reveal to me the colors of 

justice, care, and the selves. Their voices are filled 
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with the colors of their lived experience as adolescent 

girls struggling to define themselves and take 

positions within the dominant discourses, and 

participating as writers in peer conferences. In this 

section they talk about the concerns, reactions, and 

responses they have to suggestions that they change the 

content of their writing. 

What is revealed in their responses here is at 

least a balancing if not a blending of the two 

orientations (care and justice) described by Gilligan 

and her colleagues [1988, 1990a, 1990b, 1991]. Also 

evident are an unexpected inner strength and confidence 

which arise out of their deeper "knowing," similar to 

that discussed by Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger and 

Tarule [1986], This shows me that, even though these 

girls were identified as "disappeared" by exterior 

behaviors and attitudes, there exists a very good 

interior sense of self that holds them up even as they 

hold on to their selves by holding on to their writing 

as they wrote it. 

As they speak in the interviews about writing and 

conferencing, about their experiences and feelings, 

there is a voice present in each girl that gives 

evidence of care, justice, self, selves, and resistance 

to disappearing. Once I had moved through the 
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transcripts three and four times reading and listening 

for the voices of experiences and feelings, these other 

voices were easier to see and hear. For me, the words 

and phrases the girls use to talk about care, justice, 

self, selves and resistance give washes of different 

colors, indicating a sense of self/selves and a 

dedication to that sense that folds and swirls into the 

text about the peer conferencing experience. Like many 

colors, the color of self has subtle hues that express 

its different dimensions; in this case, those 

dimensions involve the orientations of care and 

justice. This section follows that color of 

self/selves, its varying hues and tones, as it helps 

complete the portraits of adolescent girls as they 

carry on within the dominant discourses. 

The chapter begins with the girls' detailed 

descriptions of the peer conference and proceeds to 

examine the colors of justice and care, and the more 

significant voices and colors of self/selves. 

Participants' Felt Experiences 

Information from the affective domain, what it 

feels like for these girls to experience peer 

conferencing, was less than abundant through the first 
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two interviews. I think it is understandable because 

the content of those two interviews focused primarily 

on external aspects: what peer conferencing is, what 

one does in a peer conference, and how one gives advice 

to other people. 

When, in the third interview, I asked the girls to 

examine more closely their own experiences receiving 

suggestions from peers, they talked more about how that 

felt. 

There are three primary categories of feelings 

reported in their felt experiences that reverberate 

with import in their words: (a) feelings as one shares 

writing, (b) feelings as one receives suggestions, and 

(c) feelings as one makes or does not make suggested 

changes. 

For every girl, the connecting thought through 

these categories is that when one writes, what appears 

upon the page are not disembodied scratchings but very 

real manifestations of one's self or selves. Because 

the writer is actually on the page, vulnerable to the 

hearing or gaze of others, the peer conference 

experience for disappeared adolescent girls is a 

challenge of nearly unbearable scrutiny. That these 

girls speak so surely about what that experience feels 

like shows me a strong inner sense of self, a deeper 
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knowing, which, it appears, is not exercised much 

elsewhere in their lives at school. 

Connected to this knowing is the appreciation that 

what lives on the paper in the writing is part of the 

self/selves. The blot and scribble on the paper does 

not merely represent you, it is you, and offering up 

your ideas and words to a peer's comments and 

suggestions is an act of courage in the face of 

judgement. 

While it may be that their steady tone and stance 

are the results of myriad influences, including perhaps 

the careful teaching of process writing in supportive 

classrooms, I suggest that their words are evidence of 

a reliable sense of themselves that lies deep. They 

speak to me from a base of "subjective” knowing 

[Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger and Tarule, 1986], using 

their own knowledge and authority to give life to their 

voices. Further, I believe this deeper knowing, 

silenced and lost in disappeared adolescent girls and 

re-realized by many women only later on in life 

[Belenky, et al, 1986] is available to girls but is 

given few opportunities for expression or growth within 

the dominant patriarchal culture. 

Emblematic of what the other girls indicated, 

Michaela and Meredith both speak clearly and 
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specifically about this deeper, subjective knowing. 

Their talk, verbally examining and attempting to 

explain an ineffable, internal sense, is a succinct 

exploration. The other participants alluded to or 

briefly mentioned this sense of knowing. For that 

reason, I use excerpts from Michaela and Meredith to 

provide a glimpse into these adolescent girls' deeper 

knowing. 

Michaela tries to explain this murky notion of a 

knowing that she feels or senses and trusting in it 

even though, as a girl in this culture, she is being 

told that she does not know or that what she knows is 

silly and useless. 

I feel like sometimes I don't know if I'm making 

the right decision, but I feel like it's right 

...like I can feel that it's not going to sound 

any better. Sometimes you think in your head, 

'They made a suggestion so it needs improvement.' 

But you feel that it doesn't. I mean, you just 

know that it doesn't. 

Meredith reports similar feelings about knowing 

when receiving advice: 

If they made a suggestion, I would immediately 

know that there is something that probably should 
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be changed. But if I liked it, I would probably 

have to read it over until I decide if I want to 

change it. Because if I like it, I won't want to 

change it. I'd have to read it over and really 

think about it before I changed it. 

These girls are in control, they claim knowledge, and 

they feel they have authority over their text. They 

speak to me with voices of ownership and knowing. 

While there does exist a developmental stage in 

writing for children wherein, once even a preliminary 

draft is on the paper, the child pronounces it perfect 

and immutable, the authority exercised by these girls 

is of a different sort. Theirs is not the younger 

writer's intractable attitude of, "There. I did it. 

It's done." Rather, these girls speak from a place of 

feeling, intuition, and knowing. They have considered 

their draft, measured it against what they know, and 

assessed its effectiveness. Thus, they have a good 

sense for the limits or successes of their writing and 

use this felt knowing to inform how they hold or 

further shape that writing. 



Feelings While Sharing 

Most of the girls' comments about sharing their 

writing by reading aloud were brief and underlined by 

their acceptance that it was something you just did as 

part of the writing process in the classroom. Even so, 

it is a felt experience for them. 

Again, representative of each girl's comments 

about revealing the self, Meredith explains what it 

feels like for her to share her writing: "Sometimes in 

your story you have your own thoughts or feelings or 

things and sometimes it's hard to read it to somebody. 

But if you have your friend and you know they 

understand you, they won't laugh at you, then it's easy 

for you to read it." 

For each girl, sharing writing is fraught with 

risk and anxiety about disapproval and rejection, 

whether the sharing is done with a friend or a student 

not known well. But equally present are their past 

experiences and sense of knowing, strength, and triumph 

as they take the risks, receive suggestions and find 

they are the final arbiters of what appears upon the 

page. In the process writing classroom, the repeated 

cycle moves them from trepidation to affirmation. 
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enlarging their knowing and building a sense of their 

selves. 

Feelings While Getting Suggestions 

Receiving feedback and suggestions for changing 

one's writing is a second aspect of primary importance 

in the process of peer conferencing. But even here, the 

girls speak with equanimity about what it feels like 

for them. Despite the most loving sources of feedback, 

getting suggestions can be unsettling because it is a 

kind of judgement on the particular aspect of the 

selves that is on the paper. 

Michaela: I write stories and read them to my 

grandmother. She always gives me suggestions 

but it's not really peer conferencing. It 

feels different to me. I feel like she's 

helping me just to help me. In school I feel 

like you're trying to get the grade. 

Meredith: My mom is blunt! She's like, 'I don't 

like that story. It's not good.' She just 

tells me right out! I don't mind because 

she's my mom and it doesn't matter. 

Michaela: Sometimes it doesn't really matter. But, 

you know, if you worked really hard, you 
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might feel a little bad.... 

Meredith: Well, yeah...sometimes.... 

The tone of suggestions given by peers plays 

importantly for these girls. Since the writers reveal 

themselves in the writing, their words deserve 

respectful responses. Suggestions for changes that are 

genuinely offered to help improve the writing are 

received well. In contrast, a peer who tells a writer 

what to do is not thought of as helpful at all. These 

girls were very clear that they did not like to be told 

what to do with their writing. 

Michaela indicates that she would be less than 

receptive to a peer telling her what to do, saying, 

I'd probably be like, "This is my story." I'd 

probably feel that way. I wrote it. I mean, he 

should be helping me, not telling me what to do. 

It's just that, you know, I wrote it. And if they 

say, "Do this..." or "Take that out and do this —" 

you know, they're writing it for me. It's my story, 

I just want ideas. 

Clearly, for her, suggestions that are offered, not 

told, receive different treatment: 

When I get suggestions, I take them and I see...if 
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it sounds better or if it makes sense. I never just 

reject them. Sometimes I reject them after I try 

them out because it just didn't sound any better, 

it sounded better the way it was. But I wouldn't 

just not use it. 

Two other girls spoke directly to this topic, 

beginning the discussion about what you do with 

suggestions and how it feels. When asked about 

receiving suggestions and making the changes, Sara 

offers, "Basically, I will not take them. I don't like 

people butting into what I'm writing about. I mean, 

it's what I write and I like to keep it that way". She 

bristles at suggestions that feel like orders. 

Kelly feels the same: 

I'd say, "No." If it was really good and I spent a 

lot of time on it, I'd say, "No." Because I'd like 

it like that. I spent a lot of time on it. I'm not 

about to spend 3 hours on one little paragraph and 

then have it all go away, just cross it off. 

That's what I did once and I was really upset. 

Her guiding memory enables her to keep hold of her 

deeper knowing about her own writing. 

Later, Kelly talks more about what she feels: 
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Sometimes I feel angry at them for giving me 

suggestions because the suggestion is really 

stupid. But other times it makes me feel sort of 

bad because they really tried to help me and it 

was a really good suggestion but it just didn't 

fit. Sometimes you feel good, sometimes you feel 

bad.... It switches. 

And Sara adds, "If I turned them down I wouldn't feel 

that bad because it's just the way I feel and that's 

what I like. Because if you take other people's 

suggestions then you're gone [out of the writing]!”. 

These girls recognize that the intent behind 

suggestions is always to help the writing, but they 

also pay close attention to the delivery of the 

suggestion. Being told what to do makes them bristle 

and resist; it is more satisfying for them to consider 

the various revision ideas offered and decide for 

themselves what is best to do for their writing. This 

is in keeping with Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger and 

Tarule's [1986] details of "subjective" knowing: women 

becoming their own authorities. 

136 



Feelings About Making Changes 

I expected that these disappeared girls, hearing 

suggestions to change their writing, would 

automatically make those changes because there was very 

little left of themselves to maintain a hold on the 

self they had committed to the paper in the writing. I 

felt sure their overwhelming concern would be to please 

the other (the peer or the teacher for the grade) by 

doing what was suggested, coming out of relationship 

with themselves and their selves on paper for the sake 

of the relationship with the other [Gilligan, 1990b, et 

al. 1991], Yet when it comes to honoring one's deeper 

knowing by thoughtfully considering and then rejecting 

suggestions to change the writing, these girls hold on 

to their selves, maintaining a respectful connection to 

themselves and their writing. 

Meredith speaks about deciding not to change the 

content of a piece by recounting a memorable 

experience: 

When I was writing my story, I really, really 

liked one part that had to do with a boat that 

disappeared into the mists. And she said, "I don't 

like that. I don't think it should probably 
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disappear into the mists. It just doesn't... I 

don't like it." But I liked it, it was my favorite 

part. So I didn't change it. I was kind of tempted 

to change it because, I don't know, when somebody 

tells you they don't like it, it kind of makes you 

feel bad. It's like, "Well, maybe I should, 

but.... No! because I like it!". 

Receiving suggestions forces the girls to 

negotiate a balance between what they know about their 

writing and the possibility that a suggestion may 

genuinely improve the content. Thea's response 

symbolizes what all the girls said about this phase in 

writing process: simple in the beginning and growing 

more complex as she thinks about it: 

Thea: If I liked it, I wouldn't change it. I 

wouldn't ask someone else, I'd just keep it 

the way it was and not listen to the other 

person. But if this idea was good, I'd 

probably change it. 

I would check it out and see if the sugges¬ 

tion would be better. If it was, I would 

change it. If it wasn't, I would keep it the 

way I had it. 
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When she says, "If I liked it" I believe she is voicing 

an awareness of the aforementioned deeper knowing. 

Katina and Thea exchange final thoughts about 

refusing suggestions: 

Katina: How would I feel if they told me to change 

it? 

Thea: And you didn't. 

Katina: And I didn't? Happy! I wouldn't really 

care though...it's my paper...I wouldn't 

really care. 

Thea: [I would] feel fine. 

Katina: Yeah. 

Thea: It's my paper, not theirs. 

Katina: Yeah...that's why I said I'd be happy... 

because I did something on my own! 

Thea and Katina's comments were echoed down through the 

rest of the interviews. 

Lache and Alicia continue the explanation of what 

to do with suggestions, including the possibility of 

not making those changes: 

Lache: I would listen to them, to what they had 

to say about my draft and then if I didn't 

really agree with them, I'd just do it my 

way...if I liked my paragraph. 
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Alicia: You don't have to take their advice if 

you don't like it. But if you think what they 

said makes sense or would be better, then you 

could change it. 

You look it over. After they make a sugges¬ 

tion you look it over and see if you like 

their suggestion...see if it sounded better 

or something. 

Lache: I would take the suggestion and fit it in 

where they told me to put it and if it didn't 

sound right, then I just wouldn't use it. 

Alicia: [You would not take a suggestion if] you 

thought your draft was fine. 

Lache: If I didn't like what they wanted me to 

put in, I wouldn't use it. 

When deciding not to take a suggestion, Lache and 

Alicia report similar feelings: 

Lache: It makes you feel good because...you did 

good. 

Alicia: You feel positive that yours is better 

than the suggestion. And basically you feel 

that you wouldn't change it because you like 

yours the way it is. 
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When Alicia says, "You feel positive...", that is again 

another indicator of the deeper knowing these girls 

possess and struggle to believe in. 

Saundra and Adassa mirror the essence of the other 

discussions, holding on to their own deeper knowing: 

Saundra: Try it his way. And if you didn't like 

it, just keep it the way you want it. 

Adassa: I'd like to have different people read 

it after what he said and if they agree with 

what he says, then do it that way. 

Saundra: Put what they said down...see if it 

works. Then I'll do what Adassa says. I'll 

read both of them to somebody else. 

[If I thought the change was no good and 

everybody thought it was a good idea] I 

would do it my way...because I like it. 

Adassa: I'd just do it my way then. 

They added to the testimonies about how it feels 

to hold onto one's sense of self and deeper knowing: 

Saundra: Feels like you have it right. You don't 

need it. 

Adassa: Feels all right. 

Saundra: You don't want their suggestions. You 

like yours the way it is. [Makes me feel] 
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good! 

Adassa: Good! Because it's yours! 

Clearly, these girls hold and express a deeper 

knowing and sureness that underlies their feelings: 

about their writing, the exposure of their selves in 

the writing, the scrutiny of peers, and the reception 

of given suggestions. They exhibit an undisappeared 

strength in holding on to that deeper knowing and their 

writing as they intended it. It is this last slice of 

the writing process experience for these girls that is 

the next focus. 

The Colors of Justice and Care 

As I moved through the interview transcripts 

reading and listening for colors of care and justice in 

their voices as detailed in Chapter 3, I made out the 

bright hue of care only for it to bleed into the clear 

tint of justice, and vice versa. The colors would not 

keep discrete distance or distinction. Rather, the 

colors in the girls' voices of personal experiences 

swirled and blended: their commitment to the peer 

conference process (justice) interweaves their empathy 

for the feelings of their peers (care). 
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The resulting amalgam exhibits statements both of 

care (awareness and concern about hurting others' 

feelings and apprehension about making people angry) 

and of justice (concern about accomplishing each 

cooperative step of writing process, helping the 

writing of others by giving good suggestions, and 

getting help with their own writing). The intricate, 

exquisite blending of these colors in their voices is 

laid out in their complex discussions in Chapter 4 of 

how (carefully or bluntly) one makes suggestions to 

whom (friend or non-friend). 

In their words is a surprising integration of care 

and justice, offering the suggestion that Gilligan's 

[1982, 1990b] distinction does not hold in absolute 

terms. For these girls, either the responsibility of 

justice is embedded within the comfort of care, or 

there is a sustaining core of care within a concern for 

justice. Clearly, they feel a clutch of obligations to 

hold: an obligation to be sensitive to the other 

person's feelings, an obligation to the writing process 

by giving good suggestions, and, underlying all, an 

obligation to one's self/selves. 

Discussions by Meredith and Michaela, and Kelly 

and Sara showcase the blend of these concerns expressed 

by all the girls. Their voices swung between care/ 
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sensitivity and justice/responsibility, indicating that 

awareness of both and the use of some sort of blend is 

necessary for success in the peer conference. For me, 

this blend is the emblem of their capacities for both 

care and justice and their abilities to speak in the 

voice of each. It is an exhibition of perfect 

imperfection as they struggle to express the full 

spectrum of possible human response within the peer 

conference [Gilligan, 1987; Gottman, 1983; Kagan, 1984; 

Stern, 1985]. 

This struggle and spectrum appear clearly in 

Meredith's observation wherein she first expresses 

care, then turns toward justice with "but," and 

eventually returns to care again: 

Well, you have to be kind of nice to them because 

some people, you know, really feel great about 

their story. You don't want to hurt their feelings 

or anything because that's mean. But you have to 

say, "I like this part and I like this part...but 

I think maybe you should change a little bit 

because I really don't understand it.” Or 

something, something nice, because you don't want 

to hurt their feelings. 
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Her words represent all the girls' responses: concern 

for another's feelings combined with responsibility to 

the process of peer conferencing. 

Meredith, exhibiting her concern for justice 

within her concern for care, explains a rationale for 

care and a strategy to use in the peer conference: 

If you hurt their feelings by being blunt, just 

saying, "That's wrong" or "That's stupid, it 

doesn't sound right"...then you hurt their 

feelings and they might feel that their story 

isn't good and they really wouldn't work on it. 

You don't want to do that. So that's why you 

don't say that. That's why you don't say, "I don't 

think it's good" or "That's stupid." That's why 

you say, "Oh, I like this part" and then you could 

ask a question about a certain part and make a 

suggestion that makes it go better. 

She doesn't want to discourage anybody, choosing to be 

more careful than blunt. Meredith wants to ease the 

conference process for her peer by saying something 

nice first. She then tries to get the peer to see how 

it could "go better". I heard this strategy reported a 

number of ways by the participants. 
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Michaela's further comments reveal more of the 

same combination of care/sensitivity for the other 

person and justice/responsibility to the writing 

process: 

Both [the piece of writing and the kid's feelings 

are important]...because they both play a part. 

Because if you hurt the kid's feelings, they're 

going to take their writing not so seriously...or 

maybe just not try, thinking, you know, just give 

up, you know, it doesn't sound right. But you're 

also focusing on the story because you want to 

help find out what they mean in the story, to help 

the writer. 

Obviously Michaela is similarly concerned with possibly 

discouraging the writer but also wants to do the right 

thing to help the story. 

The following exchange between Meredith and 

Michaela shows their understanding of the possible 

consequences of a single-minded stance of justice 

unbuffered by care in a peer conference: 

Meredith: Well, not caring about how they feel, 

you could just say, "That doesn't sound good 

at all" and "If you want your story to sound 

good then change that" and then say, "Well 
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maybe you could do this or that." But that 

might hurt their feelings. 

Michaela: Sometimes you can't be careful. You have 

to get the point across to them. Even though 

they may not understand, after you tell them, 

they notice. They finally figure out what 

didn't make sense and they appreciate it. 

But I would never be blunt first, right off 

the bat because they just read you their 

story...you know, they worked hard on it. 

You want to show that you appreciated it and 

that you really care about their story and 

how they're writing and you want to help 

them. 

They realize that a strict stance of justice/ 

responsibility in the peer conference is possibly 

damaging to the other person's sense of self and can 

potentially sabotage the piece of writing. This is 

further evidence of these girls' deeper knowing that 

the piece of writing is a portion of the writer's self 

on paper, quivering and vulnerable. For them, 

compassion must be employed in the peer conference. 

Alicia and Lache echo Meredith and Michaela. 

Anchoring their comments in the real world of school, 
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Alicia and Lache make a link between being too careful 

in the conference and not giving good advice to one's 

peer and the possible results: 

Alicia: They might get upset if you didn't tell 

them because they get like a_I don't know 

...a bad grade or something because you 

didn't tell what was wrong with it. 

Lache: And they might not come back to you for 

advice or something...just go to somebody 

else and ask. Because you didn't tell them 

the truth like what you thought about it, so 

why come to you if you're not going to tell 

them? 

They can see the importance of honoring the purpose of 

the peer conference (justice) by telling the truth and 

helping the writing succeed. Frequently, success in 

writing was seen as achieving a good grade, but this 

need not be interpreted as diminishing the concern for 

justice in the process. It may be that the awareness of 

grades offers process writing students a clearly 

defined objective for honoring the peer conference 

purpose. Yet they are additionally concerned with 

possibly losing the relationship because of hurt 

feelings (care). Clearly, there is a delicate balance 
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to be determined each time these girls face a peer to 

discuss her/his writing. 

In the following exchange between Sara and Kelly, 

there is a reversal in the order of concerns. For them, 

giving good advice is primary yet it cannot be 

accomplished without care because of the interference 

that can result from possible hurt feelings. 

Kelly: Most of the time, I just tell them what's 

wrong. 

Sara: Yeah. 'Hey, this is wrong...go change it.' 

Well when you have suggestions for somebody's 

piece of writing you might want to like...I 

don't know, kind of ease it into the conver¬ 

sation, because you don't want to hurt their 

feelings...because some people are very... 

Kelly: ...sensitive... 

Sara: ...there you go! Sensitive to what you say 

about their writing. 

Overall, it was difficult for me to determine 

which concern - justice or care - is more central to 

their peer conference interactions. Obviously neither 

is the single, preferred mode of operation in the peer 

conference. There is no hierarchy of concerns. Rather 

they each employ a full range of colors and voices 
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blending to fulfill successfully the demands of both 

care and justice, depending upon the specific peer 

conference situation. 

While it might be nice to display neat and tidy 

evidence that these particular disappeared adolescent 

girls have a clear, unified approach to significant 

peer interactions, such a simple picture would not 

truly reflect the genuine complexities they perceive 

and negotiate in those interactions. Their words 

provide for me an understanding of the ways these 

adolescent girls think about and solve necessary 

interpersonal relations during peer conferences. 

Each girl offers her own blend of justice and care 

as she explains what she thought was important in a 

peer conference. As the interviews progressed, care and 

justice talk centered on two interwoven categories: 

with whom you were conferencing and how you talked to 

them, elaborating greatly upon the knot of negotiation 

discussed in Chapter 4. Clearly, in their discussions 

about offering suggestions, it makes a big difference 

who the other person is. How one gives suggestions 

depends greatly upon who the other person is and how 

the girls felt about them and their responsibility to 

give good advice. 
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All the girls enlarged upon these concerns and 

gave details enough for me to see that within the two 

categories are two paired points: (a) how = being 

careful with what/how one says/gives suggestions or 

just being blunt, and (b) who = a friend or a 

non-friend student from across the room. 

In every interview, the girls' discussions swung 

and looped around these themes. Each girl determined 

the variation on the themes for herself, creating 

various relationships among the two dynamics: blunt or 

careful, friend or non-friend. 

The first mention of these dynamics was made by 

Kelly and Sara when, in the second interview, I asked 

them to talk about giving suggestions: 

Sara: If you know that person well, then you can 

just blunt it out. But if you're with some¬ 

body you don't know, then you should really 

be kind of sensitive about it. 

Sometimes, with people you don't know, they 

kind of feel awkward with you when you try 

to suggest stuff to them. 

Kelly: So you just draw it into a sentence and 

it's a lot easier. 

Sara: For them and for you. 

[With a friend you don't have to be as care- 
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ful] because you know that person. They know 

that it's just a suggestion and you're trying 

to help them. 

Kelly: Right. 

Sara: The people you don't know well, they think 

you're trying to like_ 

Kelly: ...be rude...and shrug them off. 

Sara: Yeah. 

Kelly: [With friends] you know a ton about them... 

all their secrets and everything. And you 

know how they feel when you comment about 

their work. 

Sara: If you don't know the person...how can I 

say this?... 

Kelly: ...then you don't know how they feel and 

then if you say stuff about their work, you 

don't know how they feel. Then you should 

really just kind of lay back a little and 

just ease it. 

Both Sara and Kelly agreed that in a peer conference 

with a friend you can be blunt because you know them, 

but with the student from across the room, you need to 

be careful precisely because you don't know them. 
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For me, there seems to be an understood level of 

care implied in their talk about "knowing" the friend 

and "not knowing" the student from across the room. 

Nevertheless, the twin concerns of caring for another's 

feelings and giving good suggestions are weighed and 

then blended. The important thing for these girls is to 

provide the appropriate mix of sensitivity where needed 

along with good, essential suggestions for the writing. 

Meredith's and Michaela's long discussion offers 

an in-depth look at the complexities involved. For 

Michaela in particular, conferencing with a friend is 

much more difficult because she feels she has to be 

nice; with a student from across the room, she feels 

more at ease giving the advice; she seems to feel less 

concerned for their feelings. Meredith's comments echo 

Sara and Kelly, as she indicates again an underlying, 

implicit sense of care between friends: 

Meredith: If you're with your friend you 

could say right out what you think, but 

jokingly. And they would take it as if you 

were playing around...they wouldn't be mad 

at you. 

Michaela: I think it's easier to tell a person 

from across the room more blunt because you 

don't really know them. Your friends are 
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close to you and you're supposed to be nice 

to them, they expect that from you, just to 

be nice so you have to be careful with your 

friends. But you also have to be careful with 

the person across the room because you don't 

really know them. I'd just feel better 

talking to someone I don't really know. 

Because with your friends, you know, you 

stick up for each other. And, you know, you 

don't want to criticize their story...because 

you feel like you have an obligation to be 

nice to them. 

Meredith: My friend wouldn't think that [you were 

being mean] because they know you. I know 

her, she knows me. We know that we wouldn't 

want to hurt each other's feelings. 

Michaela: But with your friend, I don't think I 

could get the point across as good to them 

because they're your friends, you know, 

you're just trying to take it slow, trying 

your best to say how good they are in certain 

parts of the story. But with the other 

person, you know, you can try to get 

the point across better because you don't 

really know them and you don't really have to 
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worry about what they say to you later. 

Meredith: But if you want to be their friend or 

if you want to know them better, you have to 

be nice to them...I don't know.... 

Michaela: But getting the point across isn't 

being mean. 

This long excerpt lays out the major concerns voiced by 

all the girls. Peer conferencing is not a simple task, 

but rather an intricate process of evaluating both the 

writing and the writer, formulating good suggestions, 

and deciding on an appropriate tone for delivering 

those suggestions. 

I believe Meredith and Michaela when they say the 

primary moderating factor is not keeping the friend; 

Michaela explains that friends would not take bluntness 

as meanness or an affront. What is uppermost in their 

minds is the concern with how the other person, whoever 

it may be, will receive the suggestions; friend, 

potential friend, or not, keeping a peaceful connection 

with her/him is important. At one point in this 

complicated constellation it is acceptable to be blunt 

with suggestions for a friend; the sense is that a 

friend will understand you are not trying to be mean 

but help make their writing better. Elsewhere in the 
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possible configuration, it is not all right to be blunt 

with a friend; the obligation to be nice and supportive 

to your friend is paramount. 

Interestingly, when working with a non-friend, a 

student from across the room that you don't know very 

well, there are two corresponding points. One of these 

is the notion that being blunt with such a person is 

fine; the sense here is that the focus is totally on 

the piece of writing and fulfilling the function of the 

peer conference with little regard for the writer's 

feelings. On the other hand, when making suggestions to 

someone you do not know well, you may have to be more 

careful; they do not have the benefits friendship and 

knowing can bring, such as understanding one another 

and how each thinks and feels. 

The most potent factor in the entire complexity is 

the level of knowing each other. Friends, who know you, 

are able to hear blunt or careful suggestions and 

accept them because of that knowing. For other persons 

who may not know you, the absence of such knowing 

provides a vacuum in which misunderstandings and hurt 

feelings can arise. 

This notion of knowing the other person appears in 

a different way in Thea's and Katina's discussion. 

Their talk was as complex, showing a different split 
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between concerns. For each of them, the student across 

the room presented a problem precisely because you 

don't really know that person. For Thea, that meant she 

could be blunt; for Katina, that meant she needed to be 

more careful: 

Thea: It's harder because if it's your 

friend, you don't want to say anything bad 

about their paper. They'll get mad at you. 

So it would be easier to tell a person that 

you didn't know. Because if you said some¬ 

thing wrong, and you didn't really know 

them, and they got mad at you, then it 

wouldn't really bother you. 

With a friend, you don't want them getting 

mad at you. With the kid across the room, 

just tell them what's wrong with it. 

Katina: With the kid across the room, if you 

know something was really wrong with the 

paper, you'd have to be careful because you 

don't really know the person. You wouldn't 

really want to say something real mean so 

you'd have to be careful on the way that you 

tell them. 

Thea: Well, I wouldn't be that mean. I'd just 

tell them what's wrong with it. I wouldn't 
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say, "It's a stupid paper" or anything. I'd 

just say what was wrong with it and if they 

wanted any help with it. 

[With a friend] I wouldn't just come out and 

say.... I would ask them if they wanted me 

to say what was wrong. I don't want them to 

get mad at me or anything. 

If it's someone else that you don't know 

too much, you just tell them nicely. 

Katina: Because the kid's vulnerable. Like you 

wouldn't want to be a person that he doesn't 

know, come up to him and tell him that he 

doesn't make any sense or something. So you 

would want to tell him sort of carefully. 

Thea: You have to think about the kind of person 

they are. And also what's wrong with the 

paper. 

Although she first favors the blunt approach with a 

non-friend, Thea's final comment echoes and succinctly 

details the primary factors in managing one's comments 

in the peer conference. Once again, it is just not all 

that simple; in offering suggestions, one is forced to 

consider the writer her/himself as well as the writing 

itself. Thea's earlier observation about friends 
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getting mad shows that this is important for her; she 

does not want to risk a friend's anger. 

Each girl has a concern for justice that requires 

her to give the peer good suggestions and thus to tell 

the truth about the peer's writing, an act of honesty 

which may be painful and which may jeopardize 

friendship. They each proceed to modify this drive to 

meet their peer conference responsibility and to 

accommodate their concern for care. It is the concern 

for care that urges them to be gentle with some peers 

and more blunt with others. 

Thus the girls' voices discussing peer 

conferencing in these interviews give evidence of the 

blended colors of Gilligan's [1990b, et al. 1991] 

justice/responsibility and care/sensitivity, 

accommodating and expressing more fully the possible 

spectrum of perspectives available in humans. Further, 

set inside the context of Walkerdine's [1990] and 

Gilbert's [1989; 1991; and Taylor, 1991] dominant 

discourses, these girls do exhibit the care and 

sensitivity prescribed for females, but it is as a 

backdrop against which they speak with knowledge and 

authority not traditionally ascribed them. 
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The Colors of the Selves 

The third and fourth interviews and follow-up 

questions asked the girls to focus specifically on 

their experience receiving suggestions to change 

something in the content of their own writing: What was 

it like for them to get suggestions? What did it feel 

like? What did they do with the suggested changes? Did 

they make the changes or reject them? What did it feel 

like to reject suggestions? These questions were an 

attempt to get beyond experiential reporting and 

venture into more subtle layers of the girls' awareness 

of self/selves. 

It is in their assorted commentaries about 

receiving suggestions in the peer conference that I 

find strong colors illuminating their voices of the 

selves. The peer conference, which has such potential 

for hurting one's feelings and/or assaulting one's 

self-confidence, has instead, for these girls, been a 

place where their equanimity has shone through their 

"disappeared" qualities. I believe these girls are 

aware of themselves - the self/selves - especially as 

exposed on paper in their writing. Further, their 

discussions of receiving suggestions and coming to 

revision decisions reveal the importance of trusting 
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and honoring what they know and thus keeping hold of 

the self/selves. In their words I hear a strong, 

supportive core of self/selves and a commitment to 

holding on to and maintaining that self/selves. 

There are two themes, notes of particular colors 

that arise in their voices as they discuss what it 

feels like to receive suggestions for change: audience 

awareness and trusting/honoring their knowing and the 

self/selves exposed on paper. 

Audience Awareness 

When they speak of receiving suggestions' to change 

something in the content of a piece of writing, these 

girls express an unusually focused understanding of the 

need for the writing to make sense to an audience. 

While this awareness implies a kind of disconnection 

from the writing, perhaps a protective distance between 

the writer and the particular facet of the selves 

exposed on the paper, it does not mean a giving up of 

control or power over one's writing. The girls who 

mention audience seem sure of themselves, their 

writing, and their presence in that writing. They are 

also clear that the writing, in order to be successful, 

must bridge the gap to the reader/audience: the writing 
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must make sense to an other's mind. In their words, I 

hear that they will listen to their own counsel, but if 

the writing does not work they are willing to use 

suggestions to revise. 

Michaela: I wouldn't be happy [with suggestions] 

but then I'd have to think about it's the 

same thing as if they were reading me their 

story. It might sound great to them, but it 

doesn't sound that great to me. So I just 

have to think of what it would be like if I 

was in their shoes hearing it...it might not 

sound right to me. So I'd have to take the 

suggestions and I would see where I needed 

improvement. You have to remember you're not 

trying to make it sound great for just you. 

You've got to make it enjoyable for other 

people. You've got to make sure of that. 

Because, you know, it's the way you write, 

you're writing for yourself, you understand 

how you write, you understand how you mean 

certain things. But other people might not. 

It might not be clear enough for them. You 

have to remember that. 
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Meredith: ...just to take into consideration that 

she's a different person and that I was 

writing this for everybody to read, not just 

me. 

When I read the part she would want me to 

change, I would think about how it would 

sound to her, not just to me. Because to me, 

it probably makes total sense because I wrote 

it. But to her, you know, I'd just think 

about how it sounds to her...or somebody 

else. 

Trusting/Honoring Their Knowing 

and the Self/Selves Exposed on Paper 

For most of us, the writing we do that appears on 

paper before others is a living part of us. Whether it 

be a list, a memo, an outline, a poem, a speech, a 

story or even a dissertation, the thoughts and words 

come through us, thus becoming a representation of our 

beliefs and understandings; in short, who we are. The 

text, created out of our knowledge, ideas and 

imaginings, bares us to others: we appear to the 

reader/listener unmediated by our illuminating presence 
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and animation. The self/selves appears alone, squirming 

and vulnerable on the page. Receiving suggestions about 

that writing, even the most gentle and helpful, can 

feel potentially threatening to how one feels about 

oneself. 

These adolescent girls appear to possess 

remarkable belief in the benefits of the peer 

conference process and uncommon trust in their 

companion students in the way they talk about their 

response to suggestions. Further, what they say reveals 

a remarkable self-awareness, a clear connection to and 

ownership of the writing, and the ability to hold onto 

the self in the writing and in decision-making about 

possible revisions. 

In Sara's brief comments about one of her poems 

she displays that awareness, connection, ownership, and 

holding: 

Sara: If I change it, then it won't be what I 

feel, it'll be what somebody else feels. 

Well, on my poems...I wrote a poem for my 

social worker about my life and what I liked 

about it before I moved here to a new family 

and everything. And I wrote about what I 

liked and disliked after I moved here. And 

she told me that maybe I ought to change some 
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of the texture of the words. And I wouldn't 

change any of it because if I changed any of 

the words in that poem, then you wouldn't 

understand at all about my past or about the 

present. You wouldn't understand anything 

that happened to me. 

Such an expression of claiming one's knowledge and 

holding onto the self she knows is on the paper led me 

to listen and hear other voices telling similar stories 

of self. These stories reveal the girls' sense of 

ownership, power, and self-confidence they claim in 

making their own decisions. What follows is a 

collection of these voices. 

Michaela: If I were writing a story and they were 

telling me how they want it, I'd probably be 

like, 'This is my story!' I wrote it. I mean, 

he should be helping me, not telling me what 

to do. 

I never just reject [suggestions]. I mean, 

sometimes I reject them after I try them out 

because it just didn't sound any better, it 

sounded better the way it was. 
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Meredith: If I liked it, I would probably have to 

read it over until I decide if I want to 

change it. I'd have to read it over and 

really think about it [any suggestion] before 

I changed it. 

Katina: If they showed me what was wrong with it 

and they explained what they thought about 

it, then I'd probably redo it, make the 

changes. Or I'd just check it over again to 

see if I think it's wrong. 

Thea: If I thought it was all right...if I liked 

it, I wouldn't change it. If I liked it and 

I didn't want to change it, I wouldn't ask 

someone else. I'd just keep it the way it 

was and not listen to the other person. But 

if this idea was good, I'd probably change 

it. 

I would check it out and see if the sugges¬ 

tion would be better. If it was, I would 

change it. If it wasn't, I would keep it the 

way I had it. 

Lache: I would listen to them...to what they had 

to say about my draft. Then, if I didn't 
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really agree with them, I'd just do it my 

way. 

Katina: You don't have to take their advice if you 

don't like it. But if you think what they 

said makes sense or would be better, then you 

could change it. 

You look it over and see if you like their 

suggestion. 

Lache: I would take the suggestion and fit it in 

where they told me to put it. And if it 

didn't sound right then I just wouldn't use 

it. 

Saundra: Try it his way and if you didn't like it, 

just keep it the way you want it. 

Adassa: [If I disagreed with a suggestion] I'd 

just do it my way then. 

The girls had many reasons for not taking 

suggestions from anybody to make changes. These reasons 

had all to do with pride, feeling good, feeling 

ownership of and authority over the writing, and sense 

that one knows what the writing is and what it is 

•trying to accomplish: 
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Adassa: I know what I'm talking about. 

Saundra: I know what I'm doing...same thing as 

Adassa! 

Sara: It means that it's the way I want it and any 

other way would not be right to me. 

Kelly: Most of the time I feel pretty good about 

having my own ideas. 

Usually it means that I don't like the 

suggestions or it ruins my story. 

Michaela: [not taking a suggestion] It means to 

me that the person was just trying to help, 

but I already felt content and satisfied 

with my piece. 

Meredith: It means that you like what you've 

written or that you didn't like the person's 

suggestion. 

Michaela: Sometimes I don't know if I'm making 

the right decision, but I feel like it's 

right. Like I can feel that it's not going 

to sound any better. 

Meredith: Uh huh...you can't really explain, but 

you can just know when it's not making sense 
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and when it does. Because it's your story, 

so you know it... 

Michaela: ...you know your story... 

Meredith: ...yeah. In your head you might not know 

if it will sound right to other people but 

you know that that's your story and you like 

that part. And why would you change it? You 

like it. 

Michaela: Sometimes you think in your head, "They 

made a suggestion so it needs improvement..." 

But you feel that it doesn't. I mean, you 

just know that it doesn't. 

Katina: When I don't change something that some¬ 

body told me to do, it doesn't bother me 

because I figure if I plan on doing stuff on 

my own, why not start now? 

Alicia: You listen to them and if you don't like 

them [suggestions] and you like yours better, 

you stick with yours. You feel that you like 

yours more. And that your work is better than 

the suggestion that was made, so you won't 

change it. 
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Adassa: [not taking a suggestion] It means that I 

don't want to change it and that I like it 

just the way it is no matter what anyone else 

says...even if it is a teacher. 

Saundra: It means that I like it the way it is. 

These do not sound like Gilligan's [1990b] 

silenced adolescents, out of relationship with 

themselves. Nor are they speaking from their prescribed 

submissive position within the dominant discourses 

described by Walkerdine [1990] and Gilbert [1989; 1991; 

and Taylor, 1991]. 

Rather, these "disappeared" girls express a 

trusted, intuitive knowing and a developed sense of 

self. They exhibit strengths and characteristics that 

indicate a wider spectrum of human responses than 

traditionally prescribed for girls by the dominant 

discourses. Their words reveal compassion for the 

feelings of others and commitment to the process of 

peer conferencing. 

Further, and more encouraging, they are thoughtful 

about receiving advice, have a strong sense of self and 

use their knowledge to hold on to their selves by 

holding on to their writing as they wrote it. They have 
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stayed in relationship with themselves, they haven't 

given themselves up as the cost of relationships with 

others. These girls have not been produced spine-less, 

ready-made victims for the patriarchy. Although still 

behaviorally "disappeared" and relatively silent in 

many aspects of their school lives, these girls know 

who they are, know/trust what they know, and know how 

to make decisions good for their selves in their 

writing. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION: 

REVIEWS, CHANGES, CONNECTIONS, 

COMMENTARY, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Review of the Study 

Research on teaching writing as a process shows it 

is an effective method for improving student writing. 

Yet such research is bereft of student voices 

describing what it is like for them to do the things we 

writing teachers ask of them. Since writing entails 

representing a dimension of the self/selves on paper, I 

wondered what students might feel/experience when they 

had to read their writing aloud to other students in 

peer conference to get feedback on content and 

suggestions for content changes. It occurred to me that 

such activity was potentially hazardous to the health 

of the emerging adolescent self/selves. My pursuit in 

the research literature of students voicing their 

experience with writing process, specifically peer 

conferencing, led me to emptiness. 

In a similar manner, research on adolescent 

psychological development has, until recently, ignored 

the experiences of girls. Only now do we have a 
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beginning understanding of what it is like for 

pre-adolescent and adolescent girls to emerge under the 

pressures of the patriarchal dominant discourses. My 

own experiences growing up and over twenty years of 

interactive observation in a public school has shown me 

the results of the profoundly prescriptive effects of 

the dominant discourses on girls. In order to fit the 

expectations of being female/feminine, girls have 

seemed to "disappear”: they limit themselves physically 

by reducing their movements and the space they take up, 

they curb their energy and enthusiasm, they avert their 

eyes, and, most chillingly, they silence their own 

voices. The overall result takes them out of 

relationship with their selves, breaking the connection 

to who they wholly are, because they give themselves 

away for the sake of relationships with others. 

The intersection of these two concerns led me to 

ask the two questions which formed my research: 

1. What do adolescent girls have to say about 
their experiences in writing process peer 
conferencing? 

2. How do adolescent girls affectively respond to 
the peer conferencing components of writing 

process? 

In order to get at the kind of information I 

sought, I first identified twelve "disappeared" girls 

in eighth grade English classes in an urban middle 
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school. Of these, ten were able to be scheduled for a 

series of interviews - one fifty minute interview a 

week for four weeks. During the course of the 

interviews I asked the girls to respond to questions 

about what it was like for them to do writing process, 

especially peer conference. In particular, I asked 

about their feelings/experiences giving suggestions to 

other students and, more importantly to my interest, 

receiving suggestions about their own writing. 

Although I was driven by the desire simply to find 

out what peer conferencing was like for them, I 

couldn't help but carry expectations with me. My first 

expectation centered on how they would talk about 

giving advice to other writers about content. I 

expected that they would be concerned primarily with 

not hurting the other person's feelings and therefore 

be less critical and incisive in their remarks. 

Further, my sense was that these girls, silent and out 

of relationship with their selves, would not have the 

inner strength, confidence, or sense of themselves to 

hold on to the self as represented in their writing. I 

guessed that they would automatically use and not 

question the suggestions they received in peer 

conference to change the content in their own writing. 

What these girls said would clearly express their 
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stereotypical positioning within the perspective of 

care/connection and give little indication of the 

perspective of justice/independence. 

Therefore, in reviewing the transcripts I made of 

the taped interviews, I paid particular attention to 

these two areas of their talk. I was surprised and 

pleased to hear these girls say things that were very 

different from what I had expected. 

Review of the Findings 

In the first case, the girls were indeed concerned 

about being careful of the other person's feelings 

while they gave suggestions. The girls spent a lot of 

time discussing how to give suggestions (blunt or 

careful) to whom (friend or student not known well) so 

that the suggestions could be heard by the recipient 

without hurt feelings. As I examined the transcripts, I 

was surprised to hear an additional, different, 

underlying concern threaded through this discussion. 

Besides exhibiting the expected care for the other 

person's feelings, these girls expressed a strong 

commitment to the peer conference process. They felt 

responsible for giving the best possible suggestions to 

the other person - critical suggestions that would be 
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the most helpful for the writing. Thus, they said they 

would not simply praise the other's writing, nor would 

they "make nice” by only taking care of the other's 

feelings; rather, these girls described negotiating 

their way through to a balanced response that honored 

the other person's feelings as well as the peer 

conference process. 

The second, more exciting, issue centered on their 

reception of suggestions for changes in their own 

writing. In no instance did any girl give any 

indication that she would immediately and automatically 

make a suggested change in her writing. Instead, every 

girl claimed and believed in her own knowledge and 

authority over her writing. No one believed another 

student's suggestions were better than her own 

understanding of her own text. Yet these girls did not 

dismiss all suggestions in knee-jerk fashion. They 

spoke of considering advice and trying out changes; 

ultimately, however, they were the final authority over 

their writing. Simply put, these girls held on to their 

selves in their writing and did not give away their 

power. 

While the second finding is more inspiring to me 

because it indicates that these "disappeared" girls are 

not compliant bimbos - completely out of relationship 
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with themselves and having given themselves away for 

the sake of pleasing others, - both findings are 

important because they signal two vital points. First, 

these girls express a fuller spectrum of the 

perspectives available to humans - including the 

perspectives of care and justice, connection and 

independence. Second, teaching writing as a process can 

provide girls with opportunities to discover that they 

know, to trust what they know, and to practice holding 

on to their selves - who they are - by holding on to 

the content of their writing when they so decide. 

Changes in the Girls as Reported bv Teachers 

After interviewing the girls, it occurred to me 

that I should talk with their teachers, eliciting 

comments on behavior or achievement changes, if any. I 

was able to check in with only two English teachers and 

one Social Studies teacher, but all the girls had one 

of these teachers. 

At the close of the series of interviews, I asked 

their teachers if they had noticed any change(s) in the 

girls' presence, attitudes or behaviors in the 

classroom. They had. I do not suggest there is a direct 

cause and effect relationship between the girls 
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participating in the interviews and these observed 

changes in them, but it is interesting to note the 

proximity of the two. As a further caveat, because the 

teachers were aware of my research project when I asked 

about the girls, I cannot discount any influence this 

knowledge may have had on their perceptions of the 

girls. 

I believe, however, that there was a significant 

impact on the girls of doing the four interviews. The 

invitation to speak about their experiences and 

feelings to an interested listener was a gift of 

immeasurable power for these girls, especially 

considering that the dominant discourses value neither 

what girls and women experience nor what they have to 

say; by their observed "disappeared” behaviors, these 

girls know this. Speaking and being heard had a simple 

yet profound effect upon them that was recognized by 

their teachers. I believe these noticed effects are the 

beginning ripples of more substantial changes to come. 

Two English teachers, Ms. Douglas and Ms. Boland, 

and one social studies teacher, Ms. Branacci, willingly 

sat down at separate times to talk about the girls in 

the study who were in their classes. They had all 

noticed some changes. The participants were not the 

same "disappeared" girls. 
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Ms. Douglas reported, "Michaela and Saundra have 

been volunteering more. Especially Michaela, in the 

activity period, she's really getting into it!" She 

said further, "Saundra has been volunteering in class, 

which I'm surprised at because she never volunteers. I 

don't usually even see her because she's practically 

hiding behind her desk!" 

According to Ms. Boland, 

Kelly seems to have more confidence in class. She 

is more relaxed in class and willing to 

participate. She's not afraid to be wrong as much 

as before. She'll raise her hand. If I call on her 

she won't say she doesn't know. Before, she was 

more withdrawn, she wouldn't participate. You 

could even tell with her body language, she was 

more withdrawn. Thea participates more; she raises 

her hand, whereas before she didn't. There was a 

difference. 

Ms. Branacci offered, 

They're all very, very quiet girls to start with. 

Meredith and Lache have found themselves to be a 

little more comfortable in class and are speaking. 

In the beginning Lache wouldn't say a thing. She's 

just a very reserved, very nice young lady. But 
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she's now coining out and I think she's feeling 

comfortable with herself. Alicia has been coming 

around a little bit more. She's talking more. She 

seems more comfortable in the class. She's not 

really jumping up and raising her hand but when I 

call on her she just seems to be a little more at 

ease. 

Yet there are limitations to the changes the 

teachers noticed in these girls. As Ms. Branacci noted 

about the girls who are in her classes, 

None of them volunteers for reading or to answer. 

If I call on them, they'd be very willing to say 

what they put down on a paper. But on their own, 

these girls would never feel free to volunteer 

their opinion. They will answer the question if 

they have an answer, but to elaborate, they 

wouldn't take the liberty. They'd never take one 

point and sort of go off with it. 

It appears, from listening to the girls themselves 

and these comments from their teachers, that the 

"disappeared” state for adolescent girls that I 

identified from the literature is not necessarily a 

permanent or worsening condition. These girls do not 

seem to be giving themselves up under the pressures of 
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the dominant culture which demands they do exactly 

that. Instead, their teachers' observations and the 

girls' words indicate the "disappeared" state is 

mutable, its color blending and reacting to the voices 

and colors of care and justice and the selves. 

Connections to the Literature 

In relation to the literature I reviewed to inform 

this project, the two major findings mentioned above 

are clearly connected to pieces of that literature in 

several ways. A smaller finding, the voices of students 

describing their affective responses to writing process 

practices, as discussed in depth in Chapter 4, does not 

connect to any literature directly because none exists, 

but does answer one of my research questions and leads 

into the first major finding. 

The smaller finding offers the first student 

voices in research that describe the affective 

responses to doing writing process activities. In 

asking students to share their writing aloud, we in 

fact ask them to reveal a portion of their selves as it 

is represented on paper. At adolescence, this can be a 

somewhat to overwhelmingly scary thing for students to 

do. 
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In this study, the girls' responses to the 

question "What does it feel like to read your draft 

aloud and to receive feedback?" confirm that it is 

indeed a scary venture for them. While it helps if you 

share your writing with a friend, even then, the girls 

admitted, showing your thoughts, ideas, or feelings as 

they appear in your writing still feels risky because 

of the other person's possible reactions. 

In a classroom where competition between students 

is the norm and the teacher is the source of all 

knowledge and power (which seems to be the structure of 

most classrooms and which therefore strongly influences 

students' comfort and willingness to take risks), it is 

not safe for anyone, much less an adolescent in the 

process of becoming a person, to reveal the self in any 

way. 

It is part of teaching writing as a process, 

however, that such a classroom structure is scrapped in 

order to provide a safe, cooperative, and supportive 

environment in which students feel able to take writing 

risks, discover their ownership as writers, learn ways 

to talk to peers about writing, and actually practice 

those interactions with each other [Elbow, 1986; 

Graves, 1983; Calkins, 1986; Atwell, 1987]. 
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After at least two years doing writing as a 

process, these girls speak of a base-line apprehension 

for sharing their writing, their self revealed on the 

paper, during peer conference. Yet this feeling of 

trepidation is underscored by their confidence in the 

workings of writing process itself and their ownership 

of the writing. 

It seems to me that teaching writing as a process 

really has given these girls strategies to use in 

working with their writing and with other students and 

multiple opportunities to practice ownership of their 

writing. And through writing process activities, they 

have been able to exercise the voice of justice as well 

as care as they confer with other students and hold on 

to their selves in their own writing. 

The first finding of major import came from 

listening to how these girls spoke about doing peer 

conferences. They clearly do not limit themselves only 

to the perspective of care, concerned only with the 

other person's feelings. Rather, they were able to 

rediscover and use the voice of justice/responsibility 

as well, exhibiting a commitment to the peer conference 

process and belief in the benefits of insightful, 

helpful suggestions. Using the voices of both care and 

justice as originally put forth as moral perspectives 
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by Gilligan [1987; et al., 1988; et al., 1990a; 1990b; 

et al., 1991], these girls demonstrate an elegant blend 

and movement between the two as they talk about working 

to make a piece of writing better. 

One may argue that expressing responsibility to 

the peer conference process and commitment to helping 

the writing of another student is a form of care and 

connection, not justice. If so, the necessary obverse 

argument, calling the perspective of justice an 

expression of care for independence, rules, and rights, 

blurs the distinctions and leaves us unable to discuss 

the muddied results. Perhaps it is out of a wholeness 

that contains a continuum of perspectives that one, 

several, or blends of perspectives can emerge. At the 

very least, employment of both perspectives as 

evidenced by these girls suggests a wholeness of human 

response, a spectrum of capacities for connection and 

independence, available in early childhood [Gilligan, 

1987; Gottman, 1983; Kagan, 1984; Stern, 1985] but soon 

splintered by the prescriptions of the dominant 

discourses outlined by Walkerdine [1990], Gilbert 

[1988a, 1988b, 1989, 1991], and Gilbert and Taylor 

[1991]. 

Unlike girls at adolescence who, in concern for 

relationship, are reluctant to know what they know and 
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speak it, as described by Gilligan [1987; 1990b; et al, 

1991], these girls hold on to that knowledge and say 

they are willing to speak what they know, risking 

relationships. They have re-found their own "deeper" 

knowing like the women in Belenky et al. [1986] and 

begun to trust it despite the dominant discourses 

telling them they have no worth, nothing to say. 

The second major finding, that these girls know 

and trust their "deeper" knowing and hold on to their 

selves in their writing, strikes me giddy with hope and 

relief. Not only does it seem that writing process has 

perhaps provided them with ways and occasions to honor 

what they know and display ownership and authority over 

their writing, it has given them practice in holding on 

to their selves in that writing. 

These girls, outwardly so quiet, so reserved, so 

"disappeared" by the dominant discourses, give evidence 

of strong, resistant interiors that enable them to 

trust what they know and to speak it by considering and 

rejecting suggestions for changes in their writing. 

Thus, while their external behaviors seem to indicate a 

passive acceptance of the dominant discourses' 

prescriptions, their internal core - their evolving 

constellation of selves — is resisting, choosing, and 

holding. They are, at this deeper level, staying in 
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relationship with themselves, not giving themselves 

away for the sake of relationships, but resisting the 

dominant discourse as hoped for by Gilligan [1990b; et 

al., 1991]. 

Set in the context of the dominant discourses 

then, I see these girls struggling to constitute and 

maintain an inner self - or selves - in concert with 

external constructing forces [de Laurentis, 1984]. 

There really is something inside them - a self or 

selves - which resists, evolves, chooses and/or 

rejects, which is no passive "social dupe" [Hekman, 

1991]. Otherwise, these "disappeared" girls could not 

speak with both concern for the feelings of others and 

commitment to the peer conference process as well as so 

ably holding on to their selves in their writing. 

Commentary on Doing the Research 

I experienced several negatives and an important 

positive in conducting interview research with 

adolescents in a school setting. 

The first problem arose immediately when I 

attempted to make a schedule of interviews and then 

arrange for the students to be available. In the public 

school where I did my research, the schedule of classes 
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provided only forty-five minute time chunks for each 

interview; an amount of time too limited for thorough, 

detailed discussion. Further, the feeling of some of 

the interviews remained artificial, whether because of 

my position and power as an adult and teacher or 

because of some of the girls' shyness, I can not tell. 

In addition, my position as a white adult/teacher quite 

probably had a singular effect on the two African- 

American girls in the study. Both Lache and Adassa 

spoke very softly and rarely made eye contact with me 

during the interviews. 

On a positive, more exciting side, I could not 

help but sense the powerful effect these interviews 

seemed to have for these girls. I noticed slight 

changes in their participation as the interviews 

progressed; in later interviews, they all seemed more 

relaxed, more thoughtful, and more talkative. Indeed, 

their teachers commented on changes they observed in 

these girls as the interviews progressed, saying the 

girls were more likely to volunteer in class. I feel 

there must be an enormous impact when a person asks for 

your experiences, thoughts, and opinions, when a person 

really pays attention to you, when a person takes 

seriously the things you say. I believe none of us is 

attended to as much as we crave and therefore such 
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attention gives a powerful boost to one's sense of 

self, confidence, and sense of importance in the world. 

Implications 

From this work, I think there is but one major 

point to be made. It is about teaching writing as a 

process. 

Given the context of a culture and society 

saturated by patriarchal dominant discourses which 

labor, quite successfully, to fit everybody into 

prescribed roles, teaching writing as a process 

subverts those prescriptions by engaging students' 

capacities for connection, cooperation, good will, and 

independent knowledge. Writing process honors what 

students bring to the classroom, claims that they know 

what good writing looks and sounds like, and insists 

that they own and have authority over their writing. 

Such a classroom and teaching method provide a safe 

arena for adolescents to rehearse writing strategies 

and practice interpersonal connections and 

responsibilities, counteracting the toxic effects of 

the larger prescriptions. 

For girls especially, writing process may be able 

to help them stay in touch with their selves and what 
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is important to them, stay in touch with what they 

know, trust what they know, and offer encouragement and 

practice in holding on to their selves by expecting 

them to voice insightful suggestions and to exercise 

authority over their own writing. In this way, writing 

teachers can strengthen girls' resistance to the 

disabling dominant discourses. 

I think the immediate next questions to 

investigate concern the writing process experiences of 

boys, students of differing socio-economic class 

backgrounds, and students of color, especially girls. 

Is there a comparable study to be done with adolescent 

boys, to find out if their sense of connection and care 

is as well provided for as these girls' sense of 

justice and self? What do students from differing class 

backgrounds experience in writing process? Further, 

what are the differences, if any, in the psychological 

development and maintenance of the self in girls of 

color? Do girls of color experience similar support for 

the self and what one knows in writing process? 

Most importantly, I think we need to listen to 

what our students have to say about the effects of 

teaching writing as a process. They are, after all, the 

ones risking their selves on the paper. And where are 

the voices of students whose teachers write the 
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assignments with them? What does that kind of teacher 

behavior do to the dynamics in a classroom and what 

effects does such behavior have on the students 

themselves? 

In the face of powerful external forces operating 

on adolescents these days, their experiencing writing 

process activities may serve to help maintain more 

integrated humans who have the capacities to exhibit 

the whole range of human responses. 
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APPENDIX A 

INVITATION LETTER TO STUDENTS 

Date 

Dear 

To re-introduce myself, my name is Maryann 
Jennings and I have taught English here at (school) for 
20 years. Right now I am completing a Doctorate in 
Education at the University of Massachusetts. As a part 
of the requirements for that degree, I must do research 
in a specific educational area. For me, that area 
concerns writing process and adolescents. Specifically, 
I want to interview eighth grade girls about their 
experiences in the peer conferencing phase of writing 
process. 

My studies, preliminary research and observations 
in all of (school's) eighth grade English classes have 
led me to invite you to participate in my interview 
study. With your help, I will be able to find out what 
writing process may do for adolescent girls. 

With this letter of invitation, I have enclosed an 
information sheet explaining my study and the interview 
questions and schedule. Accompanying the letter and 
information sheet is a standard consent form. In order 
to be a part of the study, you must have the written 
consent of your parent or legal guardian. Space is 
provided for your and your parent's or guardian's 
signatures. 

Please share this letter and all the information 
with your parent or guardian and discuss it. Should you 
or your parent or guardian have any questions, you may 
write them down, talk to me in school or I can phone 
your home to answer. 

I certainly want to encourage you to participate 
in the study. On the other hand, I want you to 
understand that you are under no obligation to do so. 
You will not be placed at a disadvantage now or in the 

191 



future if you decide not to take part. Furthermore, if 
you agree now to participate in the study but later 
change your mind, you may withdraw at any time. 

If you would like to be a part of the interviews 
and research, please complete the consent form and 
return it to your English teacher by (date). 

Thank you, 

Maryann Jennings 

192 



APPENDIX B 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED STUDY 

INFORMATION ABOUT THE STUDY 

Since I have focused on the teaching of writing 
for over 10 years in my English classes, I have seen 
how well the writing process approach has helped 
students improve their writing abilities. This 
improvement has also been noted in professional 
journals and in research on teaching and writing. 

However, information on how the writing process 
approach affects the development of the adolescent self 
is notably lacking. Further, the latest research on 
adolescent girls in particular indicates that the teen 
years are a risky time for the development of self in 
girls. Social, cultural and educational forces convince 
many girls at this age to "disappear”; that is, to 
become quiet, unquestioning and unresponsive in public, 
especially in the classroom. 

My dissertation seeks to couple my interest and 
concern in both areas by discovering the affective 
effects of writing process on adolescent girls. 

If you decide to be a part of my study, I will 
pair you with one or two other eighth grade girls. In 
these small groups, I plan to ask you to talk to me in 
a series of interviews designed to explore your 
experiences with writing process. Printed texts of the 
interviews will be used as part of the discussions; 
this will enable you to change, add to or delete things 
you may have said. My goal is to listen carefully to 
and analyze what you tell me. In addition, I will ask 
you to write a short description of yourself. 

Although I am inviting many girls to take part, a 
maximum of 16 eighth grade girls will be interviewed. 
Finally, if you agree now to participate in the study 
but later change your mind, you may withdraw at any 
time. 
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APPENDIX C 

INFORMED CONSENT/PARENTAL PERMISSION FORM 

WRITTEN CONSENT FORM 

I, Maryann Jennings, as a graduate student at the 
University of Massachusetts, request your permission to 
interview your daughter about her experience in a 
Writing Process classroom, and make a taped record of 
those interviews. 

The main purpose for my conducting these interviews is 
to gather information that will be used in writing a 
dissertation which will be submitted in partial 
fulfillment of the requirements for a Doctoral degree 
in Education at the University of Massachusetts. 
I may also wish to use some of the interview material 
for journal articles, presentations, instructional 
purposes, or for inclusion in a book. 
If I were to want to use materials from these 
interviews in any way not consistent with what is 
stated above, I would contact you for additional 
written consent. 

The interviews will be done in small groups, be 
conducted during six sessions and take place in school. 
The interviews will be arranged during non-academic 
school time. 
During these interviews I will ask your daughter to 
talk about what it is like for her to do writing 
process activities. Specifically, I will ask about her 
experiences in the peer conferencing phase. 
The first interview will focus on her description of 
her experiences doing writing process activities: what 
she actually does, how she feels about writing, what 
she thinks about writing process activities and the 
writing itself. 
The second interview will focus on the printed 
transcript of the first interview, giving your daughter 
an opportunity to review what she said and to change, 
add to or delete from the text. 
The third interview will focus on the peer conferencing 
phase of writing process. 
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The fourth interview will be another reflective time, 
using the printed transcript in the same way as the 
second interview. 

Discussion in the fifth interview will center on a 
short written profile about herself that she will 
write. 

The final interview will revisit that writing and 
provide time for last comments and questions. 

I am interested in adolescent girls' conferencing 
stories and the opportunity for them to give voice to 
their experiences. My role will be to listen as they 
recreate experiences and explore what it all means. I 
will ask questions for clarification and to further the 
conversation. 

The tapes of the interviews will be transcribed by 
myself or a peer who is as committed to confidentiality 
as I am. In all written materials and oral 
presentations in which I might use material from these 
interviews, I will under no circumstances use actual 
student names unless given specific permission by all 
the participants, nor will I use either actual names of 
people mentioned, or information that identifies the 
school or its location. 

Copies of the audiotape, any printed transcription, and 
the final report will be given to you if you wish. 
Since the tapes are part of my Doctoral work, I will 
hold them for two years after my dissertation has been 
accepted and then destroy them. 

While consenting at this time to allow your daughter to 
participate in these interviews, you may at any time 
withdraw her from the interview process. In signing 
this form, you are assuring me that you will make no 
financial claims for the use of material from your 

daughter's interviews. 

Signature of interviewer 

Date 
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1/_, have read the above consent 
form and agree to participate as an interviewee under 
the stated conditions. 

Signature of participant 

Date 

I,_, have read the above consent 
form and give permission to my daughter to participate 
as an interviewee under the stated conditions. 

Signature of parent/ 
guardian 

Date 
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APPENDIX D 

REAL NAME CONSENT FORM 

CONSENT FORM 

I would like your permission to use your real name 
in the opening section of my dissertation. I want you 
to have a real presence in my work and using your real 
name in the beginning is a way to accomplish that. 
Also, it is a real way for me to thank you for your 
help in this project. 

However, that will be the only place your real 
name will be used. In any direct quotations from you or 
in any discussion of findings, I will use a pseudonym 
of your choice. There will be no connection made 
between your identity and any of your words. 

In this way, you will have a very real presence in 
my dissertation but your identity can be kept 
confidential. 

If this is unacceptable to you, please indicate 
below. 

********** 

I, _, give permission for my real 
name to be used in the opening section of Maryann 
Jennings's dissertation. I understand that in any 
direct quotations or in any discussion of findings, a 
pseudonym of my choice will be used, thereby keeping my 
identity confidential. 

signature 

date 

I ___, give permission for my 

daughter's real name to be used in the opening section 
of Maryann Jennings's dissertation. I understand that 
in any direct quotations or in any discussion of 
findings, a pseudonym of her choice will be used, 
thereby keeping her identity confidential. 

signature 

date 
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