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1 . , nd
authority as important aspects of communicating in workplace settings ﬁey
that workers’ identities are bound up in myriad ways with the genres :\nis
are asked to appropriate (Dias et al.; Dias and Paré; Paré). According ©

Bawarshi, “a certain genre replaces or . . . adds to the range of possible A
that writers have available to them” (105). oy 2
~ As composition widens its focus beyond academic writing, it is incrensmgi)
important to consider what it means 1o write in the workplace. Not only W
such knowledge help us Prepare students for the writing beyond the classro® ;
but, as Bolin points out, those of us working in rhetoric and compositior m

H % “’

continue to respond to complaj ; lic that
nts by the media and general public 0
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also ag constructing signifying practices: “writers’.desues. are Inotf] comlll:tfz
determined, as evidenced by the fact that textual lnstgnna_tlonrs‘o haf;:s ;[SO
rarely if ever exactly the same” (Bawarshi 9],3' S-O}{;"O_I'“Stt(i)t[;::iotn: al]ov;ing
?rovide “pecdlic sools for anglying ;lirersfor‘:gtilgnlzsf subject ,pOSitiOIlS.
Or a detailed examination of power and the Ters 5m;
Activity theor; ‘f('é:“;;e, Cole zmpd Engestrom; Cole and S]cr1t);;1t?jrc,l]]3fggissr‘3fs°2:;
ussell, “Rethinking” and “Activity Theory‘_’), .for i s and individual
Hle relationships among shared activities w“h"-] Com?m?(])?iie; conventions,
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_ _ and
writers shape and change genres, the power of those genres also shapes ¢

enables writers” identities (Bawarshi 97).

ot 7
. . . Rt 1c C lnl‘
Sociologist Etienne Wenger’s theory of communities of practice (shaped,

& . . . ol
tially, with Jean Lave) is particularly useful for describing workplace encl.];ltcl;rl[y

tion as it is affected by and as it affects written practices. Wenger spec! ib-
focuses on matters of identity within workplace groups and aCti"ities’. d.esctrion
ing identity as a “negotiated experience . . . a layering of events of Pﬂfncl.p? rm
and reification by which our experience and its social interpretation 1 Oro—
cach other” (149). According to Wenger, “layers build upon each other to.gnc
duce our identity as a very complex interweaving of participative exgen'thin
and reificative projections” (151). To “find their own unique identities Wls 0
new organizations (Wenger 156), newcomers must choose levels and typ-?—,ter'
engagement; they must find modes of belonging. Wenger describes thee®
related modes of belonging: engagement, imagination, and alignment:

nd
° 1 : 13 4 : ers ¢
Engagement entails defining a “common enterprise” that newcomes an

34 : B

c:ld umers pursue together to develop “interpersonal rClat“’n‘c’.hlp[ one
a sense of interacting trajectories th refation Jity 17

another” (184) . }ﬁch

the course of engagement creates relations of marginality that can

deeply into [newcomers’] identities” (193). i
Imagination, «3 process of expanding . . . self by transcending - ils
and space and creating new images of the ‘world and [self]” (176)2 ing?
newcomers “locating [their| engagement in a broader system - - - i
Itra]((iectory that connects what [they] are doing to an extended ideﬂt’ghilc
i::; ]i asi.ummg the meaning n_f foreign artifacts and actions” (1? “-be dis

sination can lead to a positive mode of belonging, it can @ "

connected and ineffective . - -1t can be so removed fro’m any 11ve Otheml
membership that i detaches [newcomers’| identit|ies] and Jeaves 1se 0
In a state of uprootedness » Newcomers can lose “touch with the 52

social efficacy by which [thei - be i1
o _ .an be
as competence” (178), ir] experience of the world can
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conventions of that community—are compatible witb .the 1dent¥t1es thc?y exlma—
sion for themselves. Joining new workplace communities, then, is not simply

: i ity construc-
Matter of learning new skills but also of fielding new calls for identity con

' ate
tion, Th;j : : e ests that people enact and rzegot_:a.
1on. This understanding of identity sugg e (Hechs, 1993), o

identities in the world over time: “Identity d and reconstructed in

something that is presented and re-presented, c’c,)rzls{m;;teg)a

Interaction (j i i munication)” (Rubmn 2j. :
ction (including written com munities requires accepting for

At times, however, participation in T Jues of other communities t0
oneself identities that are at odds with the vaues

. . » ew-
Which ope belongs (Lave and Wenger; Russell, "‘Rﬂhm[l;zi n}lt iE)SnieS ‘;,ag:rhrcl)ose
€omers reconcile the competing demands of various :::lo ot others. Such choices
to Participate in some aspects of a new communlty anbe;:)n ine as well as from
e a source of power in that “power d‘“—“)’es from 207)glnbaddition, choices
eXercising control over what we belong to” (Wenger .

- fentities within communi-
: 6] I » emnerging identities within :
- OUt participation impact newcomers € e pa
t : -
'S of practice. For example, the ¢

o on
hoice of non-pzrtlc.ltpa;;rmation i
' t1
commton witin the workplace (Weﬂgefl o Ioﬁgersyhave some measure of
. ' 1 iation | ich newe ‘ heir
«_Munity, then, is a negotiation in wh ' vested” and can “assert [their]
demg O¥er the meanings in which [chey] 2% g8, 208)—even if they do so by
chtities ag productive of meaning” (Wenger.l 'tie,s‘—
fefus; .o activifies. _
Flusing o participate in some workplace i munities requires neophytes to
chieving encylturation in workplace €Or Jctices. Some new written
age ip ntw pL ti es including new written P;d chics; others may S[m;c
Prace; ractic el values and ! -, cnedSire ©
ICes mag - sed to newcom ive up som ;
Ply be fOreiC,y be (;PPOSG“H others may ask thﬂzl] E;)hge resultant struggles will
n nem; S = / ~taid. uss ,
al.lth()rit g tc? thems; Lalieve thf:)’ are ennt]e . fﬂl[ to write in ways
ten ey -tU.bWh’Ch they ene prac e, If new WOrI
Visible in their written pr

rices s as effective and appropr-
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. . . ) ) : ruce
be maintained through appropriate expressions of authority (Bourdieu). B

l : . i ; ) “'1.5 i €

Lincoln argues that authority is best understood in relational terms
. . S , d v

effect of a posited, perceived, or institutionally ascribed asymmetry be

' : : just the
speaker and audience that permits certain speakers to command not Jt ke
attention but the confidence, respect 10

. . . erCiS—
audiences act gs if this were so” (4) e ake
- . . ]‘
ing that authority “need not involy ech”

assertion that the identity of the speaker warrants acceptance of the sp‘fe;b
(5). Those listening accept the speaker’s pronouncement because the speakCrISi e
she is. At any given time, however, faith in a speaker’s authority can be S?SPCIQUSE
(either momentarily or forever) if “an explanation is requested . - J bscd i
“the relation of trust and acceptance characteristic of authority is suspef! eql,it)’
least temporarily, in that moment” (6). Authority, then, is an intangible 4%

a

- . . _€ en[s
granted to persons through mstitutions, which renders their Pr”””umqﬂl mus
accepted by those in that institution 1

ed b s communities of practice, but whie
be maintained through individuals’ speech and actions. ¢ arc
Conversely, a Person can understand clearly how to speak in ways thac
a@eptgble in particular circumstances, but if not endowed with s0Me - the
nized institutional authority, all the relevant and appropriate WOr Y ] '
\forld will not command it “authority comes to language from ook e"-“r‘
aNgUAgE at most represents thig authority, manifests and symbolizes It qrs

dieu i i i ! 06
; 109). Bourdleu, while not specifically explaining enculturatiom S“sf’clfl
that authority may be 5 kind of «

. . the <15t

- social magic,” dependent upon djv

osition » : ’ P jately @

E of the speaker,” and reinforced by her ability to aPP"OPrmK]y
er speech acts:

»and trust of their audience, or .

. When speakers possess authorlt}/l,
. " e

¢ argumentation and may rest on th
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Most of the conditions that o

' ‘ve utt
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he question of the appropriateness of the sp¢ ueter®

. 1 5 E
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situation . . ) i
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find that ro get along” in a new workplace they must acceptl?;?;\isriu—ngfttll?;ts,
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one else performed a j i _
staff—all women, ;rljz—l;iﬁmlaé 9 11.15, th_e department included other support
one student worker severalyh administrative assistants—and Alan Supervise
chair (a white male in his ]0urs per week. Alan’s supervisor, the department
and awards), initially left early fifties with a Ph.D. and numcr’ous pub]icatiOHS
chair’s collaborative admi:}?tst Cpmputer-related decisions to Alan, though the
newcomers. A Computer Re rative style made the division of labor unclear t©
Alar}, but whether they had ;stl;]rce's Committee also interacted rcgularly wit
received was fairly hands-off Ority over him was unclear. The mentoring
Off, resembling what Lave and Wenger call “benilgn

Community ne ”»
glect” (93), a situat;
, d Sltuat
he saw as a vote of coifidtence ion that left Alan to find his own way; whic

What Was Alan’s Vi

’ an’s View of Himself and His A i
Alan’s sense of what it me:/“_ DU u'th?r'lt'y?
gom the faculty’s sense, He F
h{m much responsibility, his
nis, and he felt he “was!

tto fil i :
eft his la support staff position was very dlfferff;
super Previous position because it had not allow il
143 .

getti visors “relied on students’ work more thé
INg no respect.” Thj s i ongl?
ding of his ¢ pess This previous experience S are
ity by way Of"'rhrem job. Because Alan had some ™ ?L;;.
did not initiallt Ecult“ral capital associated with tec{: of
authority and ¥$ many new \):; ave to prove himself knowlCdgCa.)‘bed
nd respect due to his orkers do. He was immcdintcl)’ ascr’ re
assumed technical expertise in a PIA<° e
al expertise in @ P irion

such experti
ise was rar
; are,
he replied: «I When I asked Al o pOS
am b an to name and describe his PO God
[ a

stems i

nt, Ex administrator, which means 'rn“,l—his

indicated that th n’s attitude du.r' cept for with the department chai® Hfen

his fourth we ‘i-(t?re Was no one “ablc?g ]'}1115 tenure in the dL‘pa[’l’l'I"lCﬂt- ;rillg
C 1 .. ve I 3 3 &

authority” n the position Al im” but the department chait. X" b

: e he “couldn’t believe e

Now hj :
igh up in the com . ‘-b”iw'\ g
puter world responsty= iy th
Y

e was. He ¢
y tressed th )
universit at his tile &

a_SiCa”y a SY
13 departme

povt
“Just users; nobodi e departme as evident in the way he mlkt’dérs 15
beneath him: “ pultes 1Wh]o] use the CO;‘;;}H@ described the faculty I‘;“"}Tey Wei@
“users” ¢ . myself d uters | se w11 indicated B y
memrtfeﬁf his 10015, He did nog s < " 1eVel” To Al Ir{ht lfl;(ilulty weré -ﬁt}’
on Whatb’ WOI'[-( or how his toolseen'] to Ullderstand__(()r,cq - ‘lb()l.lt“’tl e fac
ﬁnd am ¢ dld: m&kiﬂg mach;j 5 enabled them to d i ° ‘ k HIS f cus

ode of belonging ¢ ines wor o that work-

identi '
| elmlty f(,)r himself fairly r hrough
n reality, he was hired Haved

Wi
k o o

, . art€
VOrk. His comments illustrate his 4 . af
Imaginatj  magin©
ion; unfortunately, he 1f

fro .
it reality of the gituation-

t
to fix The,

the facul in
ty needed a suppor
. t L
The faC Staff p()sltl()ﬂ_‘ as a “t()Ol 161'

N . NI
along invisibly ang successworked SmoOthcld Alan as support PEr T um

required, they expected h;
im

fully behj y and when Alan’s WO
y behin oot ista0 o
d the scenes. When his 35515r1 weﬂrf’

to appear j
ar :
Immediately; some faculty €V

t;‘_

w. . _ _
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the chair and computer resources committee
Id be repercussions if he did not appear
“just users” came across

firear;lt:: C(’]PY email messages to
when mf]-'l tciﬁt Alan knew ti_lere wou
clearly (incl | upon. Alan’s view pf everyone else as ‘
called his 1S writing ‘(whu:h pr.1mar11y took place via email) and evemuglly

competence into question such that department members often failed

to re 2 i
spond to him, were ignorant of his initiatives to help them, and laughed
en Alan’s imagined role for

agrr}llsl:llf and his emails. This misalignment berwe et
enga and the role imagined for him by others led to a lack of the po;uwe
Otherg ¢ment Wenger argues may help newcomers enculturgte; Alan an the

members of the humanities department were not actively engaging or

Muty -
ally negotiating their work together.

How D; T
oW Did Alan Relate to the Departnlgrlg[‘,wjltrm_gz

s con s existed in the department that could have
d he adopted these conventions, Alan could

A :
num . . ]

ber of discourse convention
at, for example using emails as

affg
rd .
ave EdhAlan further authority. Ha
achieved alj ; I
L ved alignment with the departme . :
\ Oundary Obiccti able to cre around which to coordinate
Irftlvnies” (Wenger ‘187) Alan did not adopt the conventions O}f] Thed_dffgpﬂft'
en, | B - : «rey enact slightly @1 erent
.14 however, A it ble for writers "t ghth)
Nten. er. Although it 1s poss! ) i s
t fntions” and “resist %he ideological pull of genres in certait urcmgstaltk 2
| - :ctanc ot mis-
inf” fesistance will only be “recognize yalued as remstanfe}\an Ted e of
) . (NOW
a rpretation, or worse, ignorance” if It 1 «predicated o7 ons y nto oBE %\,ere
o 3 | 4 « z " . a rn
Seiﬁnre’ (Bawarshi 92) ,Acl,an’s written interactions il ¢ ; ip;urrsider with-
Uutn NOt as resistance but as ignorance and identified him as a
Authority,

epa?fmzf Ehc COnveptions A]Ei
Siige, Ta_]nt.s approximately 15 0f
ton ) tlhemlg_t‘mails toa partufular aul e
Adpeg ¢ activity system, During the beg! ]
list th Ses were sent out and department men
£ Atmost directly reached their messag

at reqge
the ac‘khed all department members f_OF o knew
t that he administered 2 the lists al vithin [the] broader structures,

Ssa o . o “ﬁt y
Olf’,es existed. His email actVity = Orl . dep
Strating his lack of alignment with th

° d indicate - OF
ene aL\:vey of the department [ conducted M ences tor his identity in Shig
S areness and tailoring h

ad negative Ch_l fforts 10 petter their computer
I'tm ! fhise¢ - o the infor-
ent: mos © were unaware oo mber reading the 10
o nost peoplc wet oad OF did not reme
Cause they either did not 1€ "~ he members ©

f the department
ds :
orher W or them For ex

¢ i muc
e sent out via email- I i ample,
witih | computer 1

d]d
Ot s : vork that
of . - See . wor ety
f . Alan as engdged in ow depaftme ate disk-free
pal oviding them private, &
but usually 1

1S
WQ tll’ne was .
ul as spent setting ! e (
Stoy 4 benefic all department membe _b5 Pm}’ Himes, . n gmaﬂs
1 8107 jalized qudiences.

t ge _ . N
hay : Space. He discussed 1S in € " at more spect
Ntioned a number of Othe" items

Jlow when he wrote invqlved thf:
ach reaching 2 specific audi-
1 accepted writing conven-
ch fall semester, listsery

bers were encouraged t0 ulse tlhe
' : to use the st
¢’s audience Alan chose gl

ly every i| he wrote— espite
e i o tailored to his

n did not fo
20 listservs, €
dience was a
ng of ea

di
that Alan’s lack of audi-

Mat

[
o
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As a resu
email if the first item of busi on the survey that they stopped reading an
Other accepted depar usiness did not relate to them.
emails. The communli)ty tnn::;t;l conventions governed the content and style of
users, in the traditional sense er: were hughly lierate, hyper avars mnguagff
matically correct, Standard i th,e terms, who valued pr()fessional, gram
» >tandard English in written communication. The unsp® e

convention that email with;
mail
pervasive and widel W“hm the department be grammatically correct was
ely practiced in the { Jvention

was difficult for Alan, who explicitly community. Abiding by this cor

writing abilities were not 1 13 said on several occasions that he fell.
good. His emails show a number of grammﬂf'cg

errors including sentenc :
tion. In additioi, Alai?;zrflr:'élgmefms’ double negatives, and misplaced puanuﬂ_
puters and labs; he freQuent; ,S.O lTCr.1 contained directives about the us¢ Och{“r
ol Pty y implied that people should respect his author’!

bartment by doing what he asked. His utterances wﬁr}

intended to be “s;
gns of authori
ity .. . . . "
However, he sent these emails t(j) o l?c believed and obeyed” (BoLl]dlCU o
punctuation, and sentence many irrelevant audiences and his 872" der

. ructu a . . :
stood by audience members re often undermined his authority a5 un

Althpugh Alan was inggi
recognized as a technjcg]
others . . . regard|ed] as 4

e

aut 1 1
cceht(?lrll?’: .he was not able to “speak in a way Sur-
: n 5}131 :)) ¢ In the circumstances” (Thompso™ 7% .y
ccause of his writing chojces E;)g?/(:-tledhthat people dismissed Alan’s lcgmm‘did
> e he appeared - dismissal 1€
g behavior ¢ appeared to feel this dismissab " e,
and his institutional authority began t© erc

tutionall . ;an
¥ authorized to speak about technology hat

What Was the Outcome)
.
p:loe fact that Alan, a nNewcomer used em nw h d-tin ng inqpl
priate— o s f
all and that this use of e i o s ot e Sa“’/a o
» NewWcomers ar emaijl caused conflict—is not SUrFriS] ;

to change their view of
What Bourdieu ca]jg «
!mguistic competence
negotiate or compro
real possibility for

what

the dO:ii};fi(t)u}] d acceptable in email. They il?s‘f & qf

as “the only |e competence” and imposed thetl = . dn'

mise its ide, ofgll-tlma_m one” (56). The commumtye onlY
Mguistic competence for Alan;

egotiatio
e ) n
Wh]?celc.ause }?ur identities are S}I]Ed tz come from Alan—and it did not i in
1 we ¢ : ape i
08¢ 1o participate bec f0 some extent by the Commlu'nr and ¥
o) Lo

which we choos —as .
also be demZ?e 770110 participate (‘:}gl[ as by those settings we inh4 1 “‘ﬂz
Strati - en T
other than the Pri:mmg their desire to idier'}611{}_‘{\““!(“b such 2 ract!”
ary ones j : ntty wich ¢ itie
new ways of writi Y ones in which th s commur roP’, 45
d A4 b i Ing. By refusing 1o B they work by refusing t© aPPV ntloﬂ
adopted by rhe majorit articipate j S on

; Inc -ation €
Y el Members of the com;nsgrymm;l atre™

3 ol

S Of riﬂfe

[

L
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assert the identity he imagined for himself (powerful network administrator)
and to resist the one imposed on him by the workplace. Pushing past resistance
to work effectively with others requires people to relinquish aspects of their
.des'red primary identities: “[L]egitimate participation entails the loss of certain
Identities eyen as it enables the construction of others” (Hodges 289). Clearly,
Alan did not feel this was an acceptable proposition. The result for Alan, as

enger might predict, was increasing marginalization. His emails were not
ment, but they also failed

only the butt of cruel and constant jokes in the depart . ' _
people ignored his emails

to , :
o %amef support and convey necessary information. ! e -
Ulaughed at them, and neither response was conducive to getting wor ;

Umately, Alan’s choice of non-participation resulted in «disturbances and
reakdowns in work processes” (Hasu and Engestrom 65)- lead to posi-

_ Socio-historic activity theory argues that such situations - eat | sts for )
tive deve[opments because breakdowns can potennally serve aZ'Ciisnyof dhe
change: “Discqordination and breakdown often lead to re-me 1? he overall
Performance and perspectives, sOmetimes even to re-mediation 0”t(I-;:asu and
~Ctivity system in order to resc;lve its pressing inner Comrad'lc'tloncshaﬂge e
~NBestrom 65, However, for a breakdown tO lead to pOSITIVE ecti\';s an
::WO]Ved must .be willing’to consider and negotiate Vaflollfssepee;rfcp and doing.
"f{ryone must be willing to appropfiafe some new ways 0 &

. f writing and
is d: his own ways ©
did not happen in Alan’s case- He clung t0

gaging, aligning, and

Co ; not en
img. 1 URicating, which demonstrate fhes ? ehwiirmaniries department. Other
inj ) e
8Ining a role for himself as a member of't changed t0 accommodate

€m ore
.. no m
Alar ¥ of the humanities department

N than Alap d; e e,
id to fit in with them ,
€ a year and a half, Alan left and found employmé

nt elsewhere.

Dc

a l .ties department was not SuCCess-
r ; . ni
fu, ¥> Alan’s enculturation int0 t

he other community members 111

he huma
ern for conventions.

like ¢

€ wasg : rker un
8e an outsider, a WOTKEr M7 . .o and conc .
Sing “ducation occupati’on, linguistic b ays and still manage to negoti
ate o, 'SV workers are often different i ek [)1d acceprable enough so that
Com . ffective 4 iting in ways
: . ee . o WIItING
Work Ca?Emcat:on strategies that fint or Alan’s remstgncept
thay b e done, what might 2. nd appropriate f his depart-
1S New ¢ 2 W 4§ ]eglrlmﬂte a d [hel‘ members of his P
ommunity sa nando labor in the departmem

ne hat
ey © T€ason for his resistance Was ' . sision O : -
nt r his res of the divisiO? @1 have viewed chang

h ; .
ind - different ”nderStandmg authorit}’- Alan rmhy the role he imagine

s t b
g ;. TUS : . 1’s . é
fng i > a different view of Alant i did not P s to the contrary
hgr iy rllftmg habits as an admissi© - his vocal ass€ the department with
Se ithi t. ere
€ oy ! within the departme”t et epertise, he had 0 Prove

S : t. ‘.
SOT]] Not uGOd,, in the departn’len . techn[tﬂ € e erhﬂps even more

“Me : s
h!ms e authority bY mee lOf :hrou h lang}mge 5 simething he could
than th and create his ethos contini®™ i pla _Thiswa
Mot . rOUgh action for this partict ar

' Would not do.

2

Y
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However, L
, d SOCIO-[ln uisti .
guistic analysis I conducted of Alan’s writing suggest® *

that he did not
beginning of hisfi?rlnzsir?ltl}fh authority as he claimed to have, even from ¢
and respect because of his : de}_)arrmem when he had the m(’)st cooperation
analysis, only 39 were dire telchmc:al capital. Of 150 sentences I studied for the
department-wide listsery CI;]VES_ While all of Alan’s emails were usually sent
the 39) were addressed ¢ S, the overwhelming majority of his directives (280
ulty or staff members anodgéaduate students alone. Only 3 were written t© ac
use of directives sugg,est i were .written to the departi’nent as a whole. Alan’s
faculty as simply “users ’S’}tl at while he claimed to have athlzg)Ifitf and se€ the
:chg(z:;ﬁned most of his’dirzg;ljiezotzin fadCt, feel much authority z)\:er chem 53
over two-thj s graduate ] use
was shaky. This u:::lﬁ-ztzf;he time, suggesting Stti:‘dte;:: ff[:tsll :?f r:;ffz[j:;]orj[y
He could make tech“ica]nhmg best matched the depart t,_l 1dcrsmndi”g'
he could not force pe ]C anges and monitor and F-c [EEpEs AUmE = hov
them from using e People to act in the ways he imit operations;
quipment, as he thrmtene{lsi;c wanr?d them to O'rl p
= more than one ematl

Given th "
e limitati
desired Jtations of his

a act 3
ehority—Alans refusal tou.?]l authority—which conflicted
lan

way of claimj :
l'lg an ]de i

a . ntit

utonomy to which he fel y he wanted, one that included the aut

as acceptabl entit]ed, H !
pravle by the depart owever, his refusal to write in Wa

stripped him of the inSritufmcnt had the

Alan’s words o

. could b ]
recognized as accepmebllm’dC
speak the legitimate | .
tal ... a profit of di

with his

AR . ’
ge his writing might have been 01
hority &
VS 5€€ﬂ

g
nal authoritOpp.()s.ite Cff(_?Ct: his methgd of W}“Sgﬁ
rstood, they {V(mg“]a”)/.!nvesred in him- Alt

" He lacked “th ere not “likely to be listenee »
all“lguage,” which ¢ ’i? competence necessary in o'rf o i
stinction” (B()Urd'()u d have granted him “]ingulsflb o is
collaboration of ieu 55). Since authoritative 1085 Ziry
ch utterance ¢ oa those it governs,” Alan’s itial aut 0 uf"
d kEe_p in mi eén h)’ th(i d(‘partmcnt as illcgitimﬂf‘f
nd that Alan’s choices are unlikely

uistic acti 5
Ctic 3 :
n is not “the outcome 0f €¢

S on ; 1
e of its tools, not as a commume ot

filled with
e S b -
people who had M.A g anc};\'P;]n a university humanities charOffhe
-D.s, he and the other mem gt 1156d

. - 1
did not share or value. Compt " thﬂr

tem administrators li
others cannot. e e
o oo rat:esr ahrlzsautl)tlof his posizgr:kifls: are used as tools to dt’.:r];), ﬂifz
(J_f many pieces of the h ey maintain’ - s no Of.the Li e Ond
o many s o maniies e € mputer networks figures ode
Though Alan wya;(;;usedthar COmPUtC‘rrl;ty: fecommunity mer :
ire i . i
hammer or wrench until hcto paneilon s e die git qujerly ll-};me
' id not s he ”

wav eac . was
y each time he was - needed, he dig L

id not perform exact ¥ K
not remain silent when his W¢
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always choose to perform his tasks when
d. In addition, he initiated and responded

Zi:;il:z)gze’ ﬂﬂd (most frustrating for members _of the humqnities dep’artment)
5 mele, & 0 s0 in ways contrary to the community expectations. Alan’s refusal
i '}" ways rl.mr_ the facglt_v felt he shogld was, perhaps, one means of
tool m‘L’[ t‘w“‘ 1"1glll§rlc authority, demonstrating that he was not a servant or
and w e used at will. Rather than quietly performing the tasks asked .o.f him,

riting about them in the ways the community members saw as legitimate,

la : : .
N resisted the department by seeing them as his tools and by choosing non-
ritten conventions. Alan’s method of

f;i;jssflo]}ove-,- acqpiescence to thei_r W : ot Nams o
they L did bring him to the conscious gttentlon {‘)d epa.r1 i o then;

in regulLkIY came to see him as a human being who did notst erét yfs .
id ponse to their every need or desire: However, his method 0 resistance
lu 1ot enable Alan to cdmpletc his o k successfully, nor Fild it lead \?he
Manities department to include himasa of their co:;qmllml;ryt,
etlrliS’ Alan’s method of resistance in this case W ful on one level, bu

lme“f?ﬂ to both himself and the workplace on €

an’s example illustrates that learning to write 1N 1

Moy : . : i
¢ than learning discrete sets of skills or improving cogn

1 Y C! mn E,I‘Oups,

Choosg;

Ing certai “tic er O L
Po g certain practices OV hely with identity.
au:\’er relationships—a process, in effect, bound U{li Etlghtclz]lturation theczj
Hthore ; - also Sungests that en

h and experience. Alan’ oass £ nogoall new workers are expected,

h : ,
or thfean",e (]WCHOOde an importalt por mmunity Some, perhaps many
I selves expec ~ulturate into a ¢o . .

Xpect, to encultura . e of practice S
e(r)rl:g Sewice-orientc’d society, arc¢ thm cm?us imerestedpin tow BEOBLE

SE . . ts. those O
" lmoas tools. GIVENUISE pOIIjtS, 5ol and beyond, and those of us

hat we ask of

Qarn )

struggt](_) Write in new environments mn Sd][(udents who esist W
1 o g ’

o D Feach new WAy of wutmgléor the importance of factors bey ond

‘S')"*mctllsr continie to study and €00 e
‘ n 1 1 T
cognitive Elblllry_

com :
o Elete. As a person, Alan didn’t
OW community members wante

wn wor
human member
45 SUCCESS

n other levels. -
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tive abilities. It is

tex
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3. Though relatively new to i

:?Tlp_"gtion studies; see, F:)ir::};;?n‘;t;; ﬁgzlic?i’ activity theory is used more and more widey o

“Reti;inll?xjgirz1(i1jiré; _G,rossman, Sn;ag()ﬁ:snka?jn; RUSSQ“.; Bedhakaoffer @1 S0 58 l

cations for com .AFqV}ty Theory”; Smart; 5}_ nd Valencia; Harms; Hovde; Kains RUS
and in Wardle’s Contradiction, (':,rrl;::lsrt);'a—]:-rl:;(:::(; r;idcl'r\'sfefr;fimm

An Activity ;
y Analysis of F )
course’ in FYC?”}, of FYCand “Can Cross-Disciplinary Links Hel demic DI

y Links Help Us Teach ‘Aca emic DI
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[536 Chapter 4

Questions for Discussion and Journaling

1.

. Wardle quotes Rubin as sa

- Wardle quotes Hasu and gn

. Toward the end of the article, Wa

According to Wardle (citing Wenger), what are the three ways that newcomers
try to belong in a new community? Give a specific example to illustrate each
“mode of belonging.” Then consider why a newcomer might choose not to
participate in some aspect of a new community.

. i e{s‘
C2 fiditas B ying that “stylistic options ‘leak’ clues about w”to
social identities” (para. 10). If you've read Gee, you might remember some

his examples for this kind of “Clue-leaking.” Do you have examples from you!
own experience?

.. S
gestrom, well-known activity theory SCholars'Iamg
.akdown can actually be positive (para. 29). h?\,r;
ty does things in ways that are more product™

positive results. Why do y i

handled so that they djg result in positive change?

); that i

: » Or do you thi
choices when they yse language?

Wardle seems tg be argy;

. he
sting it: He did not want to adopt tu d
ty imagined for him. James Gee W°

at communj e
erent o fi . |ke|y argU
Pinion about this; he would most like') ursé

. ) . jm
r:g this article, severa readers objected to hef Clsa who!
Used as tools, not seen as community membe™

Applying and Exploring Ideas

1.

Writeg reflective €ssay in which you
authority over textg and within
your feelings about your

e
(first) define what it means to hac;/isc
communitjes, and (Secoﬁd) ur
or lack of it) within any disc© no%

- uss
iscourse

own authority(

2. Drawing on Wardle and Johns, conduc
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i i it feels to be at the
authority there (if you did); alternatwely,l COHS!dELg%V:qﬁ:;;
mercy of someone else's authority in a discourse cor -
t a brief analysis of U.S. presi ol
dents use language to convey au oh 5
d and listen to one of the speeche
y authority through words,
your find-

rhetoric in order to consider how presi
ity. Go to Presid(—zntialRI’!etOFic'cc’_WI A retie conve
made by U.S. presidents. Determine how ltytO class and compare
phrases, tone, and delivery. Bring your results

Ings with those of other students.

Meta Moment o refer to authority sO

er seem t

i you think the readingsin t Chaptf authority help you s d writer on

Much? How might thinking about sourcefst-?1 ?
the job, in college, or in your personal writ g




