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This study explored the nature of teaching-learning relationships developed in 

computer-mediated communication (CMC), and how CMC contributes to creating and 

sustaining caring relationships between students and their teacher. The setting of this 

study was a reading specialization program for preservice teachers with a CMC 

component included in the coursework. Data were collected from multiple sources 

including students’ responses to class readings and their teacher’s comments to them, a 

survey of background information, text-based interviews with 25 students and their 

teacher, repeated interviews with 5 focal students, and twice-weekly classroom 

observations. Data were analyzed using the coding procedures for developing a grounded 

theory model proposed by Strauss and Corbin (1998) with qualitative approach. The 

findings indicated that CMC seemed to be a place where the students and the teacher 

could enter into a dialogic encounter, triggered by the dialogic nature of students’ 

responses to the class readings. Depending on perceptions of and trust in each other, 

dialogic involvement could either develop into caring encounters or not. In a caring 



 vii

encounter within dialogic involvement with each other, the teacher tried to feel what 

students were feeling  and thinking (engrossment) and to allow himself to be available 

for students (motivational displacement), as shown in his CMC comments. In turn, 

students showed their reciprocity to the teacher’s caring, appreciating what was given by 

the teacher and disclosing their growth as becoming teachers in their CMC responses. In 

a reciprocal influence on each other in caring encounters, students and the teacher could 

construct their ethical ideal, the best part of the self, validated by each other, authoring 

themselves to be better teachers. However, for some students, regardless of the teacher’s 

intention to care for them, it was difficult to enter into a caring relationship with the 

teacher because of their mistrust in some part of him. The teacher also had some trouble 

feeling and thinking with some students due to his less than positive perceptions of them, 

thereby blocking a dialogic encounter from developing into a caring one. The findings of 

this study indicate that the ways caring was enacted in CMC was complex and truly 

interactional. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The main purpose of the study is to contribute to an understanding of the nature of 

teaching-learning relationships enacted within computer-mediated communication 

(CMC) and how CMC contributes to creating and sustaining or possibly limiting and 

constraining caring relationships between students and their teacher.  

 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

The research on teaching has shifted over time along with the views held by 

researchers regarding effective teaching (Prillaman & Eaker, 1994). Questions such as 

“who is an effective teacher” or “what is effective teaching” guided the research in the 

early 70’s through the mid-80’s. A massive body of research emerged identifying and 

verifying behaviors consistently observed in effective teachers. In the research, an 

effective teacher was defined as one who can perform the behaviors that contribute to 

high student achievement as measured by standardized achievement tests. This was called 

the “process-product” approach to research on teaching (Evertson et al., 1980; Shulman, 

1986). The core of what was being advocated in this type of research is best stated by 

Medley (1979): “It is what a teacher does rather than what a teacher is that matters. What 

a student in a preservice teacher education program needs is to learn not what he should 

be but what he must do in order to be effective” (p.13). 

In the process-product tradition, the meaning of effectiveness was said to reside in 

the effects of process variables (what teachers do in the teaching process) on product 

variables (what students learn as measured by achievement tests), indicating that effective 
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teaching needed to be considered in terms of student learning not in terms of teachers’ 

characteristics separately from learning and teaching processes (Borich, 1988). Most 

studies in this tradition tried to identify individual teaching behaviors associated with 

desirable student outcomes and synthesized the findings into a new composite of 

effective teaching behaviors (Shulman, 1986). However, this perspective of effectiveness 

has been criticized for not considering the context in which teaching and learning occur 

and for falsely assuming that a certain teacher behavior that turns out to be correlated 

with students’ achievement is effective across all students regardless of individual 

differences or a given context (Good et al., 1978; Kyriacou & Newson, 1982; Shavelson 

et al., 1982).  

In the late 1980’s, researchers expanded their research interests to some of the 

mediating variables, such as students’ and teachers’ thought processes, to explain the 

mechanisms by which process and product are connected (Clark & Peterson, 1986; 

Wittrock, 1986). In addition, taking on perspectives from ecologists, anthropologists, and 

culturalists, teaching research turned to focus on the interaction between persons and 

their environments, especially in reciprocal terms, treating teaching and learning as 

continuously interactive processes, and viewing unobservable processes such as thoughts, 

attitudes, feelings, or perceptions of the participants, as important sources of data. The 

main question raised in this trend of research on teaching was to understand what sense 

teachers and students make out of teaching and learning processes (Shulman, 1986). 

Floden (2001) pointed out that socioconstuctivists’ perspective, generally referred to as 

Vygotskian approaches to teaching, changed the role of the teacher from a fount of 

information to that of a class discussion leader and builder of classroom community. 

From this history, we can see that research on teaching changed its focus from one on the 
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causal relationships between teaching and learning to one on the nature of teaching and 

learning environments.  

However, despite the expanded understanding of teaching and learning made by 

more recent research, the history of research on teaching did not fully address the 

relational nature of teaching and learning until the work of Noddings (1984, 2001) 

became well-known and the process of learning in an instructional environment was 

acknowledged as requiring a high degree of interpersonal connection between teacher 

and learner working together (Goldstein, 1999). Although there was a line of inquiry 

reaching back into the 1940s that investigated the socio-emotional aspects of teachers’ 

behaviors or personalities mediated by classroom climate (e.g., Anderson & Brewer, 

1945, 1946), this trend of research had not interpreted the effect of the teachers’ 

behaviors on students as representing the impact of the relationships that they had 

established with each other. Noddings (2001) even claimed that what most of the research 

on teaching had achieved so far was likely to separate teaching and learning rather than 

provide a careful look at the highly complex interrelationships between teachers and 

students through which learning is accomplished.  

To offer a possibility for explicating teaching and learning from a relational point 

of view, Noddings (1984, 1992), primarily known as an educational philosopher, 

investigated teaching from a caring perspective. In current views, caring is widely 

believed to be a central facet of teaching (Goldstein & Lake, 2000). Also, a growing 

number of researchers (e.g., Goldstein, 1999; Goldstein & Lake, 2000; Weinstein, 1998) 

have claimed its importance, stating “good teachers care, and good teaching is 

inextricably linked to specific acts of caring" (Rogers & Webb, 1991, p. 174).  

In her 1984 book, Noddings described caring as a relationship between a person 

giving care (the one-caring) and a person receiving that care (the cared-for), not as an 
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attribute or personality trait of the one-caring. For her, the meaning of caring as a 

relationship indicates that caring is not solely determined by what the one-caring does for 

the cared-for. Rather she emphasized the contribution of the cared-for to caring 

relationships. According to Noddings (1984), the one-caring in a caring encounter 

understands and accepts what the cared-for is experiencing in any given circumstance, 

and willingly gives primacy, even if only momentarily, to the goals and needs of the 

cared-for, as characterized by engrossment and motivational displacement, respectively. 

However, for a relation to be a caring encounter, the cared-for must respond to the 

care in some way to express that he or she has received the care, what Noddings called 

reciprocity, which is essential for a caring relation to be maintained. The caring 

encounter is completed once the cared-for has acknowledged the caring he or she 

received. Although this reciprocity is the sole responsibility of the cared-for in a caring 

relation, it is a very powerful role. The one-caring is dependent on the cared-for in that 

“whatever the one-caring does is validated and made meaningful, or diminished and 

made meaningless, by the response of the cared-for” (Noddings, 1984, pp. 60-61). 

In Noddings’ view, “the teacher is necessarily one-caring if she is to be a teacher 

and not simply a textbook-like source from which the student may or may not learn" 

(Noddings, 1984, p. 70). For teachers, caring is a necessary call for them because 

encounters with their students are aimed at nurturing them and helping them grow. 

Noddings (1984) described a brief moment of teaching as a caring encounter in the 

following way: 

When a teacher asks a question in class and a student responds, she receives not 
just the “response” but the student. What he says matters, whether it is right or 
wrong, and she probes gently for clarification, interpretation, contribution. She is 
not seeking the answer but the involvement of the cared-for. For the brief interval 
of dialogue that grows around the question, the cared-for indeed “fills the 
firmament.” The student is infinitely more important than the subject matter. (p. 
176) 
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When teachers approach their teaching with the goal of entering into caring encounters 

with students, their teaching not only involves the subject matter they need to teach but 

also embraces students as whole persons. Because caring is not an attribute or personality 

trait but rather, “a choice, a responsibility, and an obligation” (Goldstein, 1999, p. 656), 

considering teaching as a caring encounter would be a very important step for teachers to 

make their teaching meaningful to students and to themselves. 

Caring, as discussed so far, needs to be considered to be a fundamental base on 

which learning and teaching can occur. Furthermore, taking a stance of teaching as a 

caring relation influences how teachers view themselves and approach their students. 

When teachers care for their students, they reflect on themselves in terms of their own 

strengths and limitations to improve their caring skills (Swick, 1999), and they try to help 

students by taking into account the particulars of context and relationships in order to 

understand each individual student fully (Webb & Blond, 1995). Because the objectives 

of a teacher's caring shift with the situation and also with the recipient, a teacher, as the 

one-caring, needs to provide different forms of caring accordingly, mostly controlled by 

the cared-for, that is, the students (Noddings, 2002b). In this sense, caring cannot be 

viewed as a list of effective behaviors as the past teaching research mainly investigated, 

but as a value, a moral responsibility, and a relationship between teacher and student, 

different from situation to situation and person to person (Rogers, 1994). 

 For teachers, caring helps them to realize a new sense of power in themselves 

especially when they begin to recognize that their nurturance is making a difference 

(Noddings, 1992). As Goldstein and Lake (2000) described, caring relationships with 

students are a significant source of professional satisfaction or reward for teachers. For 

students, caring seems to be related to students’ academic motivation. Examining 

characteristics of pedagogical caring in middle school, Wentzel (1997) found that 
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students’ perceptions of caring were related to their academic efforts and to their pursuit 

of prosocial and social responsibility goals. According to Noblit, Rogers, and McCadden 

(1995)’s case study, caring can provide students with possibilities for recognizing their 

capabilities and for feeling better about themselves, factors that might play a role in 

enhancing students’ academic motivation and their attitude toward school.  

As discussed so far, although studies on teaching from a caring perspective have 

brought out the significance of caring relationships between teachers and students, most 

of these studies have paid little attention to how actual caring relationships develop. Even 

in studies providing thick descriptions of teaching-learning relationships from a caring 

perspective, researchers did not focus on how caring relationships develop over time. 

Relationships between teachers and students arise from myriads of ways of 

communicating how they feel and what they envision for each other. Language is one of 

the primary ways in which this communication takes place. As Noddings (1984, 1992, 

2002a, 2002b) appreciated, dialogue is the most essential means for providing 

opportunities for a caring relationship to take place and develop because dialogue 

connects us to each other and provides us with the knowledge of each other that forms a 

foundation for response in caring (Noddings, 1992). 

Further, dialogue also signifies the relationships between one and the other 

participating in it, echoing a Bakhtinian perspective on dialogue (Holquist, 1990). 

According to Bakhtin (Clark &Holquist, 1984), dialogue joins self and other because 

dialogue is always between a self and an other, a place where people can be aware of 

themselves through the eyes of another person and understand the other.  

As Bakhtin (1981) stated, the concept of dialogue does not necessarily require 

actual interactions among individuals but characterizes every utterance. In Noddings' 

(2002b) view, the self is a relation, and because we have many relationships, selves are 
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under continual construction through encounters of all kinds. Thus, various types of 

interactions such as are potentiated by CMC in a classroom setting can also be sources of 

caring encounters. In a Bakthinan understanding of dialogue, because a relation is a 

dialogic interaction, one that always presupposes the potential response of an other 

(Holquist, 1986), people can enter into dialogical encounters even through textual 

exchanges in CMC. 

 CMC has emerged as an important new communication modality that is 

increasingly permeating everyday life. Given that, especially at the college level, CMC is 

becoming an increasingly integral part of courses to provide students with more 

opportunities to interact with instructor and peers (Kang, 1998), we need to include this 

environment as a potential for building relationships between students and their 

instructors in their teaching and learning processes. 

One interesting feature often ascribed to CMC is that it changes the role of the 

teacher, causing a shift in authority from teacher to students with an emphasis on the 

decreased role of the teacher and an increase in student participation (Beauvois, 1995; 

Colomb & Simutis, 1996; Hawisher & Selfe, 1998; Kamhi-Stein, 2000; Ma, 1996; Pena-

Shaff et al., 2001). However, teachers’ decreased power or authority over students does 

not mean that their roles become unimportant or should be limited. In Pena-Shaff, Martin, 

and Gay (2001)’s study, prompts or comments from the teacher were found to influence 

strongly the communication rates of students. Similarly, Burford and Gross (2000) 

pointed to the significance of instructors’ roles in online learning environments. Even in 

online environments, students wanted to be in touch with the instructor to maintain their 

confidence about their learning and needed their instructor’s reassurance when they 

encountered new ideas. 
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 The possible needs of students to feel connected with their instructor in online 

learning might lead us to question whether we can build relationships with people when 

the exchange we have with them is only textual. Several reports in the growing literature 

about CMC have described the relational tone of communication in this channel. CMC 

language has been found to carry a personal and informal tone even though it is purely 

text-based (Hawisher & Selfe, 1998; Herring, 1996; Kolb, 1996; Murray, 1991). Even 

when much of the talk carried on through CMC is intellectual and task-oriented, there is a 

substantial amount of other topics brought up, such as those concerning members’ 

feelings and the building of interpersonal relationships (Berge, 1995) and of classroom 

community (Lee, 2004). 

Further, drawing on a Bakhtinian perspective, Assaf (2003) and Na (2003) 

elaborated on the nature of interactions in CMC as dialogic. They noted that participants 

in CMC drew on the utterances of others to compose their own words, and that engaging 

in CMC was a process of situating oneself in relation to others’ words, one on which the 

relationships with others were formed. From a Bakhtinian perspective, understanding and 

responding to others’ words in CMC are dialogically merged so that CMC participants 

read and write messages influenced by what has been said, who said what, and what 

answer they might get in response to what they say, through which they project their 

relationships with other participants. With their heavy reliance on a Bakhtinian approach 

to language, these two studies implied that teaching-learning relationships enacted in 

CMC need to be examined as dialogical relations, meaning that the very process of 

posting comments occurs in a chain of communication, necessarily depending on others’ 

words. 

As part of classroom activities, CMC can also become one of the contextual 

factors influencing all other whole classroom activities (Gruber, 1995; Kern & 
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Warschauer, 2000; Murray, 2000; Yagelski & Grabill, 1998). Exploring the nature of 

CMC discussion, Yagelski and Grabill (1998) described complex relationships 

established between online discourse and in-class discourse within the context of a 

particular course. Specifically, the rates of student participation in online discourse and 

the nature of that participation were found to be related to the nature of in-class lecture 

and discussion, to the ways in which the instructor framed and managed the uses of CMC 

technologies, to the structure of the course, and to students’ perception of the importance 

of CMC technologies. 

In this study, viewing CMC as being embedded in a whole class context and as a 

place where CMC participants can build relationships with each other through textual 

exchanges, I looked at the nature of teaching-learning relationships developed in CMC 

through students’ and teachers’ perceptions. My focus was on the textual evidence 

provided by the discourse of how CMC contributes to creating and sustaining or to 

preventing and constraining teacher-student relationships that could develop into caring 

relationships.  

In addition, most of the research with a caring perspective has been conducted at 

the level of elementary, middle, or high school, although there are a few studies 

conducted at the college level (Thayer-Bacon & Bacon, 1996a, 1996b). Even in studies 

examining prospective teachers’ opinions and beliefs about caring, the focus was on how 

these conceptions were likely to be based on what the prospective teachers had brought 

from their previous experiences with elementary, middle, or high school levels (e.g., 

Goldstein & Lake, 2000; Weinstein, 1998). Given that for student teachers, relationships 

with their college instructors or professors might be critical in influencing their 

conception of caring for their future students, examining caring at the college level could 

contribute to an understanding of the nature of teaching-learning relationships more 
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broadly. Although there are a few such studies (e.g., Goldstein & Freedman, 2003), the 

construct deserves more attention especially as it would illuminate how student teachers 

learn to care. 

Drawing on the theoretical perspectives of caring from Noddings (1984) and of 

dialogue from Bakhtin (1981, 1986), I focused on the perceptions and interpretations of 

teaching-learning relationships enacted in a CMC environment by undergraduate 

students, specifically preservice reading teachers, and their teacher educator. 

 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Thus, influenced by the theoretical constructs of Noddings and Bakhtin, I was 

interested in exploring how college students and their teacher would develop a 

relationship through CMC and how CMC influenced the construction of such 

relationships. 

The research questions that guided me are as follows: 

1. What is the nature of the teaching-learning relationships that develop in CMC? 

2. What are a teacher's beliefs and perceptions about establishing(caring) 

connections with his students, and for their part, what are students' beliefs and 

perceptions about establishing a (caring) connection with their teacher?; what 

textual evidence is there of a caring connection between the students and the 

teacher? 

3. What role does CMC play in terms of creating and sustaining caring 

relationships? 



 11

Chapter 2. Literature Review 

This chapter presents a review of theoretical and empirical work in areas that are 

relevant to my study. Because my interests are closely tied to the nature of teacher-

student relationships and how these relationships are developed even through dialogue in 

CMC environments, I begin with a discussion of the theoretical frameworks of Noddings’ 

(1984, 1992) ethic of caring and a Bakhtinian approach to dialogue (Bakhtin, 1986, 1990, 

1994). Then I move to the empirical literature on teaching-learning relationships from a 

caring perspective with a focus on how teachers and students characterize a caring 

teacher and how caring benefits teachers and students. I then review relevant literature on 

CMC to show a potential of establishing relationships through textual exchange in CMC 

environments with special consideration of the work on the use of CMC in teacher 

education. I then review literature on teachers’ written comments and studies that have 

used Bakhtin's framework as a basis for explanation to establish a context for the 

consideration of the applicability of Bakhtinian concepts to the present study. 

 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE STUDY: CARING AND DIALOGICAL 
RELATIONS 

Caring: Noddings’ Ethic of Care 

Primarily known as an educational philosopher, Noddings (1984, 1992) 

emphasized the need to understand the nature of teaching or learning from a relational 

point of view. She used the term caring to describe a relation or a way of being in the 

world (Noddings, 2001). For Noddings, the term relation referred to "a set of ordered 

pairs generated by some rules that describe the affect or subjective experience of the 

members” (1984, p. 3). From Noddings' perspective, relation is not just limited to a 
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single human encounter, but rather involves affective experiences accumulated from 

exchanged responses. Likewise, caring and being cared for do not refer only to acts or 

behaviors toward other people. Rather, caring originates from a desire to be related to 

other people and to remain in that relation. Noddings tried to concretize the meaning of 

caring in a relation between a person giving care and a person receiving that care: the one 

caring and the one cared-for. Three important concepts lie at the center of Noddings’ 

understanding of a caring relation: engrossment, motivational displacement, and 

reciprocity.  

The One-Caring: Engrossment and Motivational Displacement 

The one-caring in a caring encounter meets the cared-for with engrossment. The 

term engrossment is used to define the distinctive state of receptivity. Noddings’ specific 

usage of the term receptivity indicates that, when the one-caring cares for the other 

person, she is “feeling with” and “receiving” (Noddings, 1984, p. 30) the other. The one-

caring does not meet the other by analyzing or laying her own interpretation on the 

other’s situation (Noddings, 2001) but mainly by trying to open herself to the cared-for 

with full attention to feel what he or she feels. The one-caring listens to the other and 

takes pleasure or pain in what he or she recounts. She remains present to the cared-for 

throughout their relation. With receptivity, the one-caring accepts the other not as an 

object but as another himself or herself. Therefore, fully receiving the other can generate 

strong responsibility for the other. In this way, engrossment with receptivity initiates the 

caring encounter (Goldstein, 1999). 

While engrossment is referred to as receptive attention by Noddings, that is, the 

one-caring receives what-is-there in the cared-for, motivational displacement is more 

than attention, indicating that the one-caring must respond in some way to the cared-for 

(Noddings, 2002b). What Noddings meant by motivational displacement is that caring is 
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more than just responding to the other but involves “willingness to give primacy, even 

momentarily, to the goals and needs of the cared-for” (Goldstein, 1999, p.656). When the 

one-caring receives the other fully, she allows herself to be moved by the other’s needs 

and feelings (Noddings, 2001). The motives of the other become her own and the goals of 

the cared-for become the goals of the one-caring. With such motivational shift, the one-

caring is impelled to do something on behalf of the other, as if it is on her own behalf. At 

this point, for the one-caring, the situation or reality of the cared-for is not just his or her 

own, but becomes one possibility of the one-caring’s own reality. She considers his or her 

“nature, ways of life, needs, and desire (Noddings, p.14)”, a consideration that is 

achieved from displacement of motivation or interests from her own reality to the reality 

of the other. As Noddings (2002b) took as examples, motivational displacement might be 

described in the following: if the cared-for is in pain, the one caring will want to relieve 

that pain. If he needs to talk, she will listen. If he is perplexed, she will offer what she can 

to bring clarity to his thinking. 

The Cared-For: Reciprocity 

In a caring relation, the cared-for also makes a special contribution. According to 

Noddings, an essential component for caring to be completed in the relation between the 

one-caring and the cared-for is for caring to be perceived by the cared-for. Only then is 

the caring fulfilled in the relationship. The cared-for does not need to do much more for 

the one-caring than acknowledging or recognizing the caring he or she has received to 

maintain the caring relation. All that the cared-for needs to do for the relationship is to 

show free responses in the relationship. As Noddings put it, “The cared-for is free to be 

more fully himself in the caring relation. Indeed, this being himself, this willing and 

unselfconscious revealing of self, is his major contribution to the relation” (Noddings, 

1984, p. 73). The response of the cared-for might take different forms. Sometimes it 
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might be a sincere appreciation of the caring, a facial expression of personal delight, or a 

recognition of growth from inside of the cared-for. The responses by the cared-for make 

the caring meaningful and valuable, or meaningless and useless. That is why Noddings 

characterized the role of the cared-for in a caring relation as “reciprocity.” 

This role played by the cared-for is part of the rationale for looking at 

relationships in teaching-learning processes, not just at how and what teachers do for 

students’ learning. From looking at a framework of caring for this study, we can see that 

this approach is thoroughly relational and encourages us to look beyond the 

characteristics of the one-caring (Noddings, 2001).  

Ethical Ideal  

We might think that caring has only a temporary effect at the moment where the 

participants are involved in a caring encounter. Rather, Noddings contended that caring is 

a primary and fundamental means, in the long run, to build an ethical ideal. 

All kinds of caring, whether it is natural or not, stem from the sense of “I must” 

(Goldstein, 1999). In natural caring where we respond as one caring out of love or natural 

inclination, the sense of “I must” is not distinguishable from “I want” (Noddings, 1984, 

pp.4-5). In the situation where a call for caring is not from what we naturally want to do, 

we may depend on another sentiment of “I ought” paired with “I must” to elicit a caring 

response (Goldstein, 1999, p.659).  

This sense of “I ought” is considered, by Noddings, an ethical sentiment that 

arises in response to the memory of the best moment of caring and of being cared for. 

With a picture of those caring, individuals may reach toward this memory and guide their 

conduct by it. In this case, the one-caring is impelled to respond to the cared-for not by 

natural caring feeling but by the desire to be moral and her commitment to meet others 
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with care. Noddings called this type of caring an ethical caring because it is driven by an 

ethical ideal (Goldstein, 1999). 

 An Ethical ideal means a vision of one’s best self (Noddings, 1984, p.80). This 

ideal is limited by what we have done and what we are capable of doing. In this sense, an 

ethical ideal is not unachievable but both attainable and constrained, depending on our 

past experience with or memory of caring. Even in difficult situations where caring is 

barely possible, a person with an ethical ideal follows her sense of “I must” and tries to 

maintain and enhance caring in the situation. The ethical ideal built as an ethic of caring 

becomes an initial impulse or motive to care for other persons.  

Noddings (1984) conceived of dialogue as one of the means to provide 

opportunities for individuals to build an ethical ideal. A genuine dialogue with others, 

open to every possible topic, gives opportunities to feel what the other is feeling or 

thinking about a certain topic. Through such experiences, teachers and students may be 

connected to each other with a responsive attitude. Dialogue also provides us with the 

knowledge of each other that forms a foundation for response in caring (Noddings, 1992).  

Even though Noddings provided a rationale for using dialogue as a tool for 

cultivating caring relationship in a classroom setting, she has not fully explored the nature 

of such dialogue. Noddings recognized dialogue as involving attention to the other 

participant, not just to the topic under discussion, emphasizing its potential for people to 

become engrossed with each other. However, her analysis did not emphasize how 

dialogue in itself includes its own has responsive elements in it. Further, what gives 

dialogue its special significance is precisely the kind of relation conversations manifest, 

the condition that must be met if any exchange between different speakers is to occur at 

all (Holquist, 1990). One way we can critically think about and portray dialogue in its 

intricate web of relations is by employing the work of Bakhtin, to which I now turn. 
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Dialogical Relations: Bakhtinian Perspectives on Dialogue 

Bakhtin, one of the most widely recognized philosophers of the past 20 years, 

provided valuable insights to dialogical approaches in various fields of disciplines. 

Bakhtin envisaged all of life as an ongoing, unfinalizable dialogue that takes place at 

every moment of daily existence; “Life by its very nature is dialogic. To live means to 

participate in dialogue; to ask questions, to heed, to respond, to agree, and so forth” (in 

Morson & Emerson, 1990, p. 60). As Holquist (1990) put it, Bakhtin’s view of dialogue 

is that it is “composed of an utterance, a reply, and a relation between the two. It is a 

relation that is most important of the three, for without it the other two would have no 

meaning. They would be isolated” (p. 38). According to Bakhtin, this relation is a 

dialogic interaction, one that always presupposes the potential response of an other 

(Holquist, 1986). 

Addressivity 

Bakhtin perceived the utterance as the basic unit of analysis for understanding 

language (or dialogue). In his view, any utterance is itself dialogic because it is a site of 

constant interaction between and among meanings, all of which have the potential to 

influence and condition each other (Bower & Moore, 1997). Verbal performance, 

whether oral or written, responds in some way to previous performances and, in turn, 

calls forth a response from others (Emerson, 1986; Volosinov, 1973). In other words, 

when speaking, the speaker responds not only to what has already been said but to the 

anticipated future answer-word from the listener.  

This nature of addressivity, the quality of turning to someone for a response, is 

inherent in any language because whom we envision as listener influences what and how 
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we say what we say to one another. (Holquist, 1986). What can and cannot be said hinges 

on our perceptions of how our spoken words will be received (Bakhtin, 1986). From a 

Bakhtinian perspective, one can clearly see that addressivity is essential to the 

construction of an utterance. It serves to co-author every utterance.  

Answerability 

Bakhtin (1990) stated that the self is called upon to create meaning and participate 

in the event of an utterance with a sense of answerability. For Bakthin, the meaning of 

answerability is double-voiced, answerability-as-responsibility and answerability-as-

response (Ewald, 1993). Because the self attains knowledge and identity through dialogic 

relationship, the self is involved in the relationship as a responsible being. Also, to 

understand another person’s utterance means to respond to it, orienting oneself with 

respect to it and finding the proper place for it in the corresponding context. For each 

word of the utterance that we are in process of understanding, we, as it were, lay down a 

set of our own answering words (Volosinov, 1973)  

The absolute need for response calls for responsible involvement within the 

dialogic relationship. Through our moment-by-moment answers, we begin to create a 

text, to author our lives. We work according to the image of ourselves that we receive in 

dialogue because we see ourselves only through the eyes of others (Na, 2003).  

Self and Other : Outsidedness 

An utterance joins self and other, according to Bakhtin (Clark & Holquist, 1984), 

because an utterance is always between a self and an other, a place where people can be 

aware of themselves through the eyes of another person. As we shape our words within 

the contexts of specific responses, the notion of who we are in relation to those responses 

simultaneously shapes knowledge of self and others. In this sense, the utterance is a form 
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of relationship, revealing who we are in relation to another person in the utterance. In 

interpreting Bakhtin’s utterance, Clark and Holquist (1984) saw it as a way of bridging 

the gap between self and other.  

Bakhtin examined the process of self-formation, dealing with the self in three 

related categories (Bakhtin, 1994; Morson & Emerson, 1990). First, there is the I-for-

myself (how my self looks and feels to my own consciousness), and then two categories 

of outsidedness and otherness, I-for-others (how my self appears to those outside it) and 

the reverse, the-other-for-me (how outsiders appear to my self), respectively. For 

Bakhtin, although a person may look at himself, what he can only see is how others see 

him, an activity that is of necessity never completed. 

When Bakhtin turns to the categories of the-other-for-me and I-for-another, he 

introduces his crucial idea of surplus or excess of sight. When one person faces another, 

her experience is conditioned by her outsidedness (how others see me). Even in the 

physical sense, one always sees something in the other that one does not see in oneself. 

What I can see about you that you cannot see about yourself constitutes my surplus with 

respect to you and vice versa. The surplus allows me to finalize and complete an image of 

you to create a finalizing environment in which you are located for me. And also, it is this 

surplus of seeing in relation to the other that enables me to consummate the other, to 

complete the other’s sense of “I-for-myself” (Bakhtin, 1994). In this sense, creating such 

an image of another is most valuable in that you and I supplement and enrich each other, 

taking full advantage of our special fields of vision (Morson & Emerson, 1990). 

This outsidedness creates the possibility of dialogue, and dialogue helps us 

understand the other. “To be means to be for another, and through the other for oneself. A 

person has no sovereign internal territory, he is wholly and always on the boundary; 

looking into the eyes of another or with the eyes of another” (Morson & Emerson, 1990, 
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pp. 50-51). From a Bakhtinian perspective, the dualistic conceptualization of self and 

other can be rejected. In its place, a dynamic concept of dialogue in a Bakhtinian way 

offers a way to understand the unification of self and other.  

As can be seen so far, Bakhtin’s dialogical consideration of an utterance seems to 

clarify and illustrate one of the most central features of teaching and learning 

relationships: the collaborative and relational nature of self-other interactions between 

students and their teachers. Through dialogue, reality is formed within the construction, 

reconstruction, and consideration of other-directed encounters along with reciprocal 

influence of others towards oneself. From how Bakhtinian perspectives describe dialogue 

or conversation between or among people, it seems that how people connect to each other 

through dialogic interaction can capture the significance of relationships in terms of what 

is said and responded in the relationship. Examining the works of Bakhtin could help us 

understand how teaching-learning relationships develop through dialogue between 

students and their teacher. 

 

TEACHING-LEARNING RELATIONSHIPS FROM A CARING PERSPECTIVE 

Teaching-learning processes are defined, to a great degree, by the relationship, 

and shared experiences that students and teachers construct in their classroom (Dempsey, 

1994). Although researchers admit the significance of relational aspects in teaching-

learning processes, there has existed little effort put into investigating those aspects 

(Noddings, 2001). As Nodding pointed out, the research on teaching has not explored the 

highly complex interactions of teachers and students through which learning is 

accomplished (Noddings, 2001). One of the perspectives that approach teaching-learning 

processes in terms of relationships is Noddings’ (1984, 1992, 2001) ethic of care. Caring 

is widely believed to be a central facet of teaching. Many educators assert that “a teacher 
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has an obligation to care about every student” or “good teachers care, and good teaching 

is inextricably linked to specific acts of caring” (Goldstein & Lake, 2000, p.861). What 

do they mean by caring? Is caring just a synonym for being a loving, helpful, or nice 

person?  

 

Conceptions of Caring 

Most studies on teacher-student relationships from a caring perspective have 

shown caring to be an essential aspect of good teaching (Chaskin, 1995; Dempsey, 1994; 

Goldstein & Lake, 2000; Noblit, 1993; Rogers, 1994; Rogers & Webb, 1991; Thayer-

Bacon & Bacon, 1996a, 1996b; Weinstein, 1998). In studies of fourth-grade students’ and 

their teachers’ conceptions of caring (Rogers, 1994; Rogers & Webb, 1991), students 

characterized caring teachers mainly in terms of their interaction with students through 

communication. For example, caring teachers give recognition, praise, and 

encouragement through their comments, or caring teachers listen carefully to students and 

respond to them on their own terms. In addition, students wanted to know that their 

teachers were always present for them. In the college students’ descriptions, a caring 

teacher was seen as being willing to attend to his or her students and treat them as valued 

members of the learning situation (Thayer-Bacon & Bacon, 1996b). From teachers’ 

perceptions of caring teachers, in Thayer-Bacon and Bacon (1996a, 1996b)’s studies 

exploring how caring educators define “caring,” six professors who were described as 

caring teachers defined caring in terms of “1) trying to be approachable and welcoming to 

their students, 2) placing their emphasis on the learning process and on learning 

conceptually, 3) offering students a say in what they are learning so they can experience 

engaged learning, and 4) being concerned with making their classroom safe, supportive 

environments where engaged learning can take place” (1996b, p. 257). From these 
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definitions of what it means to be a caring teacher, caring is not just a nice thing to do, 

but an ethical responsibility. Caring means ethical responsibilities and relationships, not 

rules or strategies. 

To elaborate on conceptions of caring, several studies showed some conflicts in 

caring for students, especially from prospective teachers’ perspectives (Goldstein & 

Lake, 2000; McLaughlin, 1991; Weinstein, 1998). One of these conflicts resulted from 

preservice teachers’ understanding of what it meant to be caring. Goldstein and Lake 

(2000) explored the tacit definition of caring and the range of ideas and beliefs about the 

ways that caring would play out in prospective elementary teachers’ teaching lives. The 

authors in this study assumed that these preconceived ideas would be a strong influence 

on the student teachers’ understanding of and experiences in their classroom placements. 

The findings of the study captured several important and commonly held aspects of the 

student teachers’ understanding of caring. The student teachers tended to view caring or 

teaching as being rooted in instinct such as “natural talent,” a pervasive belief among 

them. In addition, some of the student teachers seemed to have overly simple 

understanding of what it meant to teach with care. “Being nice,” “kind,” or “loving” were 

the words they used to characterize caring. Not only did they center caring on emotional 

aspects, but their reflections on the conceptions of caring were also overflowing with 

idealistic descriptions of a caring teacher. Almost every student teacher equated caring 

with his or her personal standards of good teaching practices: “I want to have an endless, 

deep life for children that lasts through the years. I do not want it to diminish as I get 

older. Also, I want to be very patient with everyone, even the most difficult child” 

(Goldstein & Lake, 2000, p.868).  

Two other studies examined how student teachers’ conceptions conflicted with 

their classroom reality (McLaughlin, 1991; Weinstein, 1998). From looking at student 
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teachers’ ways of thinking about caring, McLaughlin (1991) noticed that student teachers 

in elementary school placements experienced a tension between caring and control. They 

tried to establish personal relationships with students and to “be nice,” but as time went 

by, they grew tired of the way students responded to them, when students did not follow 

their directions, made too much noise, and so on. Finally, the student teachers found 

themselves reverting to control over students, instead of what they called caring for them. 

Similarly, Weinstein (1998) found that prospective teachers considered caring and 

achieving order as distinct and separate. She showed that the student teachers thought 

about achieving order mainly in terms of managerial strategies, not in terms of a broader 

perspective that includes pedagogy (e.g., involving students in motivating, engaging 

lesson) and interpersonal relationship (e.g., establishing rapport).  

The connection between caring and control or power was also apparent in Noblit 

(1993)’s case study of Pam Knight, an African-American second-grade teacher. Pam 

showed how power is implicated in caring. In her classroom, instruction was teacher-

centered, collective rituals were carefully prescribed, and discipline was promoted in a 

number of ways. For Pam, caring was about the ethical use of power. Her willingness to 

exert moral authority contrasts sharply with the conflict between wanting to care and 

needing to control that is often experienced by inexperienced teachers. As Weinstein 

(1998) also noted, caring seems to mean more than developing rapport. In a broader 

sense, caring implies moral and social responsibilities. Those responsibilities of teachers 

are enacted not only through interpersonal relationships but also through curriculum, 

pedagogy, and classroom management (McLaughlin, 1991). According to Noblit (1993), 

caring can involve a “tough” relationship in that the caregiver must be strong and 

courageous so that he or she can use the good to “control that which is not good.”  
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Depending on the relationships that teachers have with students, caring might be 

expressed in a multitude of different ways. It sometimes calls for toughness, sometimes 

tenderness. Noblit and his colleagues (1995) described two elementary school teachers – 

Martha and Pam – who had different teaching styles, but who were regarded as very 

caring teachers. Pam, the same person as in Noblit (1993), organized instruction around a 

series of collective rituals while Martha was more discovery-oriented. Martha used 

learning centers and focused individualization in her instruction. However, in both 

teachers’ classes, the teachers and students were bound together, making classroom life 

meaningful.  

As can be seen, caring cannot be achieved by formula or programs. Rather, caring 

is a value and moral responsibility that is grounded in the relationships between teacher 

and students (Chaskin, 1995). It requires different behaviors from situation to situation 

and person to person. As a result, we cannot offer one global model of a caring classroom 

that would apply to all teachers. Caring is always a situation- and person-specific act 

(Rogers, 1994). 

 

How Does Caring Benefit Teachers and Students?  

As discussed above, caring is a fundamental, relational base on which learning 

and teaching can occur. Furthermore, a caring relation influences how we teach and learn 

in the relationship. Above all, caring makes us realize a sense of power in ourselves 

through reflection on our strengths and limitations (Swick, 1999). As teachers care for 

young people, they are likely to inquire about their own strengths and needs and thus 

reflect on means for improving their caring skills. If teachers recognize that their 

nurturance is making a difference, they can realize a new sense of power in themselves 

(Noddings, 1992). In a similar vein, Goldstein and Lake (2000) confirmed that caring 
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relationships with students is a significant source of professional satisfaction for 

preservice teachers, what Lortie (1975) the “psychic rewards” of a career in education. 

Webb and Blond (1995) and Dempsey (1994), through their case studies, 

illustrated how caring influences the way that elementary teachers learn about teaching. 

According to them, teachers build their knowledge about teaching in terms of context. 

They come back consistently to the particulars of context and relationship in which they 

teach whenever they need to solve some problems. They consider a relationship with 

each individual student and think about the context in which the problems happened. As 

Webb and Blond (1995) emphasized in their collaborative study with a junior high school 

teacher, when teachers try to care for students, they motivate themselves to gather 

information about each student in order to know how to teach them. Caring requires 

knowledge of students and the interaction of knowing of two or more persons when in-

relation. Considering a caring relationship can provide a deeper understanding of the 

relationships and interactions that occur in schools. In addition, caring might help us to 

better understand the nature of teacher knowledge and the importance of what is still not 

well understood very well about what teachers do every day.  

For the part of students, caring is found to influence students’ affective and 

intellectual development. Drawing on Vygotsky’s concept of the zone of proximal 

development (ZPD), Goldstein (1999) explored caring relationships as a basis upon 

which a meaningful learning can take place. She argued that, because the ZPD is a place 

for the co-construction of knowledge, it should be built on a relationship between the 

teacher and students, implying that an interpersonal relationship is of fundamental 

importance to learning and development, and that relationships are the main route to 

intellectual development. Examining the relation of students’ perceptions of caring 

teachers to their motivation to academic and social outcomes, Wentzel (1997) reported 
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that, when middle school students perceive teachers’ caring for them, they are likely to 

increase academic efforts and their pursuit of prosocial and social responsibility goals, 

even when their previous motivation and performance were taken into account. Noblit 

and his colleagues’ (1995) descriptions of two elementary teachers confirmed that caring 

relationships between teachers and students can create possibilities for academic 

development. In their study, perceived caring seemed to provide students with 

possibilities for recognizing their capabilities and for feeling better about themselves. 

From the findings of the research from a caring perspective, although students may learn 

in the absence of caring, without the presence of a caring teacher, these possibilities are 

likely to be greatly diminished. Genuine caring can be expressed by a teacher’s attempt to 

assist students in reaching their full potential. From the discussion of the impact of caring 

on students’ learning, we can infer that teachers’ expressions of care not only enhance 

students’ social skills and self-worth but also encourage their academic development. 

As shown so far, studies on teaching-learning relationships from a caring 

perspective have mainly investigated students’ or teachers’ conceptions of caring or how 

caring relationships between the teacher and students might contribute to social or 

intellectual development of students. Although researchers have claimed that the 

relationship between teachers and students is the product of a co-construction between 

them, they rarely seem to have looked at the very relationship being developed from 

actual interactions between teacher and students and how such a relationship develops 

over time in teaching-learning processes. In addition, except for Thayer-Bacon and 

Bacon (1996a, 1996b), little has been done at the college level. Even at college level, 

which is often considered to need less caring relationships between instructors and 

students, college students still want to feel connected to and develop a trusting, 

respectful, and open relationships with their teacher (Thayer-Bacon & Bacon, 1996a, 
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1996b). There have been some studies about prospective teachers’ perspectives and 

conceptions about caring. Although these studies investigated college students’ opinions 

about teaching-learning relationships, the researchers did not actually look at what the 

prospective teachers perceived from relationships with their current instructors but at 

what the prospective teacher brought from their previous pre-college experiences or from 

the relationships with their students in their practice in elementary or middle schools. 

Given that for student teachers relationships with their instructors or professors in college 

courses might influence their conception of caring for students to a great degree, 

examining teaching-learning relationships at the college level from a caring perspective 

could contribute to a more general understanding of the nature of teaching-learning 

relationships. In my study, I focused on the ongoing process of teaching-learning 

relationships from student teachers’ and their instructor’s perspectives using the concept 

of care as a lens. 

 

COMPUTER-MEDIATED COMMUNICATION 

Computer-mediated communication (CMC) has emerged as an important new 

communication modality that is increasingly permeating everyday life (Herring, 1996). 

Especially in college, there is a trend towards making communication technologies an 

intrinsic part of courses to provide students with more opportunities to interact with 

instructor and peers (Kang, 1998).  

In a learning environment such as CMC, students interact with peers or instructors 

through the exchange of text-based messages (Herring, 1996; Murray, 1991), and thus, 

the very reality of the classroom becomes dependent on the words exchanged among 

learners and teachers (Kolb, 1996; Schallert, Reed, & D-Team, 2003). The research on 

uses of CMC in educational settings during the last decade or so has reported that this 
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text-based communication promotes a different participation structure from that of a 

traditional classroom (Burge, 1994; Schallert et al., 2003).  

In this section, I review studies on CMC that are relevant to the research questions 

of this study. First, I describe how the interaction and participatory structure of discourse 

has been transformed as a result of interacting with others via the computer. Then, I 

further discuss how interactions in CMC affect the ways individuals can relate with each 

other.  

 

Interaction and Participation Structure of CMC  

Computer-mediated communication (CMC) can be distinguished from face-to-

face communication by three key attributes: place independence, time independence, and 

text-based communication (Harasim, 1990). The obvious advantage of computer-

mediated communication is that CMC avoids the need to assemble everyone in a single 

location for discussion (d’ Souza, 1992; Ellsworth, 1995). Asynchronous discussions also 

give students more time to read messages posted by others, reflect on them, and compose 

thoughtful responses (Cifuentes et al., 1997; Griffin & Lewis, 1998; Murphy et al., 1998; 

Poole & Laffey, 2000; Weedman, 1999). The absence of time limitations in CMC is 

especially helpful to students who have difficulty articulating their thoughts verbally, 

who are shy or reserved, or whose native language is not English. Compared with face-

to-face interaction, CMC conveys a relatively limited stream of textual information. The 

meaning of a text-only message is divorced from the sender's physical presence and 

verbal delivery style, something that can enable learners to be more attentive to the 

content of a message than to the sender and offers a greater freedom to express their 

views (Bordia, 1997; Henri & Rigault, 1996; Mantovani, 1994; Mikulecky, 1998; Ruberg 

et al., 1996; Smith et al., 2001).  
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As a result, the use of CMC can change the dynamics of class participation. The 

interaction pattern typical of traditional educational settings, teacher initiates, students 

responds, teacher evaluates (IRE), (Cazden, 1988; Mehan, 1979), is not the pattern of 

communication found in the CMC discussions (Pena-Shaff et al., 2001). In addition, 

many studies reported a shift in authority from teacher to students, suggesting that CMC 

serves as an equalizer of participation structures (Kamhi-Stein, 2000; Pena-Shaff et al., 

2001). 

For example, Kamhi-Stein (2000), investigating students’ participation in whole-

class, face-to-face discussions, and in a Web-based bulletin board discussion (BB) in a 

TESOL preparation course, noted that the interaction patterns in CMC deviated from the 

typical IRE pattern. In her study, the instructor and the students contributed an equal 

percentage of initiations in face-to-face discussion; both were responsible for framing the 

focus of the discussion. In contrast, in the web-based BB discussions, many of the 

exchanges consisted of students’ initiations and responses and seemed driven by the 

needs and interests of the students. This decrease in the instructor’s role was also 

observed in the limited student response to postings of the instructor (Kamhi-Stein, 

2000). Kamhi-Stein further argued that with a decrease in the instructor’s participation, 

CMC allowed students to interact with their peers and, in the process of interaction, to 

play complementary roles: Sometimes they provided assistance and gave feedback; 

sometimes they received guidance and support.  

However, one area that has not been robustly examined in focusing on students’ 

increased role in the CMC learning environment is the role of teachers. Their decreased 

power or authority over students does not mean that their roles become unimportant or 

should be limited. According to Colomb and Simutis (1996), CMC is not a means to 

avoid the teacher’s power but a means to let students share in the teacher’s authority. 
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Actually, the role of teachers is still considered important to keep students participating in 

CMC. In a case study exploring communication patterns and learning processes of 

undergraduate and graduate student through asynchronous and synchronous CMC, Pena-

Shaff et al.(2001) found that, especially for undergraduate students, communication rates 

were strongly influenced by prompts from teaching staff and postings from the teacher, 

indicating that educational support such as teacher feedback is important in order to keep 

participants’ motivation high. 

One interesting finding came from Burford and Gross (2000), who analyzed 

responses of instructors and students to a survey of online learning environments and 

reported that when students have trouble, their professor is the best source of 

encouragement for them. Students wanted their professor to “spell out from the beginning 

what the expectations of the course would be, and to be a facilitator of the students’ 

learning” (p. 5). Also, they wanted and needed timely feedback, reassurance from their 

professor, and to be “in touch” with the professor to maintain their confidence about their 

learning.  

From the discussion above, we can argue that, even though the role of teacher in 

CMC has changed dramatically from that in the traditional face-to-face classroom in 

terms of their reduced authority and power over students, teachers are still viewed as the 

ones to whom students turn when they need help and reassurance for their learning. 

 

The Relational Aspects of CMC Language and Discourse 

Because of the lack of nonverbal cues, CMC has often been considered to cause 

awkwardness and difficulty in communicating. The absence of such cues affects users’ 

perceptions of the communication context and other participants, and constrains users’ 

interpretation of messages. Such “cue-filtered-out” characteristics have been seen as 
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making CMC more appropriate for the kinds of tasks requiring less social interaction and 

as perhaps less suitable for the building of personal relationships (Herring, 1996). 

However, several reports in the growing literature about CMC describe the relational tone 

of communication in this channel. First, studies focusing on the nature of language used 

in CMC have reported that CMC language carries a personal and informal tone even 

though it is purely text-based (Hawisher & Selfe, 1998 ; Herring, 1996; Kolb, 1996; 

Murray, 1991). Because CMC is interactive, displays interpersonal involvement, and is 

characterized by the use of active voice and personal pronouns (Murray, 1991), it is often 

referred to as “talk” or “dialogue” rather than as writing.  

Kolb (1996), examining discourse through e-mail messages, suggested that 

electronic communications in contrast to regular mail are typically rapid and short, 

developing in several exchanges of shorter messages rather than in one exchange of long 

position statements. Collot and Belmore (1996)’s study of a corpus revealed that 

electronic language closely resembles public interviews and letters, personal as well as 

professional. Yates (1996) showed that CMC is more like written language with respect 

to vocabulary use (textual), more like spoken language with respect to the use of personal 

pronouns (interpersonal), and makes greater use of modal auxiliaries (ideational) than 

either speech or writing. 

As Collot and Belmore (1996) argued, with situational constraints such as a lack 

of paralinguistic cues and a limited time for staying online, new conventions of language 

and style have been evolving (Hawisher & Selfe, 1998). CMC increasingly makes use of 

nonverbal ways to express emotion and affective aspects such as spelling, capitalization, 

punctuation, format, and emoticons, among others.  

From examining the nature of language in CMC, we can see some possibilities for 

using and communicating relational tone even through the text-based communication 
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environment. Some researchers (Walther, 1992; Walther & Burgoon, 1992) have 

suggested that communicators develop individuating impressions of others through the 

accumulated CMC exchanges they have with them. Based upon these impressions, CMC 

users may develop relationships and express multidimensional relational messages 

through verbal and textual cues.  

In examining male and female patterns of electronic messages, Herrings (1996) 

found that, even though there were gender differences in patterns of electronic messages, 

people situated themselves in social interaction to exchange opinions, beliefs, 

understandings, and judgments. Most often, participants began their messages with an 

expression of agreement or appreciation that played as a link to previous message, and 

then they provided their own views, or an answer to someone else’s question, or an 

expression of feelings about the topic at hand. Finally, they invited others to participate 

(e.g., anybody else?). From this pattern, the exchanges of electronic messages do not 

seem purely either informal or formal. Korenman and Wyatt (1996), investigating how 

participants perceived the membership of a list-serv group through CMC, found that 

individuals perceived group cohesion when they shared their personal experiences with 

each other, helping them feel an emotional connection with the group. In terms of the 

usefulness or satisfying aspects of CMC, participants perceived CMC as useful when 

useful information was exchanged, personal experiences were discussed, or they felt 

people were considerate of others. From these findings, the authors argued that the 

discourse on a list-serv resembles more nearly the description of a small group meeting or 

conversation among friends than a written discourse conducted between correspondents 

or among scholars. Because the list-serv discourse developed over time, the participants 

may have been able to develop their connection to or relationship with their group 

members. 
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From the descriptions of possible relational communication of CMC, we can see 

that, even when much of a group’s discussion is intellectual and task oriented, there are 

other important areas requiring attention, such as those concerning members’ feelings and 

the building of interpersonal relationships in interacting with others through the textual 

exchange (Berge, 1995). Thus, analysis of the discourse in CMC reveals that it can 

function as an alternative method of communication to build relationships among 

participants.  

 

CMC in Teacher Education 

The use of CMC in teacher education has been studied mainly in terms of how 

CMC can foster the reflection of preservice teachers on their learning, especially the 

development of critical thinking and knowledge development. (Eden & Hult, 2000; 

Harrington, 1991, 1992; Harrington & Hathaway, 1994; Schlagal, Trathen, & Blanton, 

1996). 

First, CMC in teacher education, especially asynchronous CMC discussions, 

provided preservice teachers with an electronic space for individuals to negotiate 

complex experiences of teaching and learning. Harrington’s (1991, 1992; Harrington & 

Hathaway, 1994) studies showed that online communications can provide a space and 

serve as a tool for preservice teacher’s knowledge construction and professional 

reflection. By examining the use of computer conferencing with preservice teachers who 

were enrolled in literacy education courses, Harrington and her colleague found that 

preservice teachers made meaningful connection between reading instruction and literacy 

learning while doing online written discussions, thereby coming to value multiple 

perspectives shared by peers and contributing this dialogic aspect to their learning.    
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Further, Edens and Hult (2000) were interested in how asynchronous discussions 

on an electronic messaging board helped preservice teachers link theory and practice. By 

examining the online discourse of 24 preservice students enrolled in a practicum taken 

concurrently with an introductory educational psychology course, Edens and Hult 

discovered two levels of knowledge students used in the discussions, that is, the general 

conceptions applicable to a wide variety of situations (epistemic knowledge) and the 

more specific and scientific conceptual knowledge (theoretical knowledge). By engaging 

in a dynamic interplay of both levels of knowledge, students were able to link theory and 

practice, constructing their own views and perspectives about a given issue. 

By using electronic mail as a medium for assisting student teachers to state their 

course-related observations, queries, and other comments, Schlagal, Trathen, and Blanton 

(1996) found the quality of the discussion to develop over time, in addition to other 

benefits of electronic discussions such as providing a place for addressing ideas about 

teaching and essential insights into the student teacher’s level of understanding and 

potential. In the earlier part of the program, student teachers’ postings were mostly 

summaries of their field-based experiences concerning literacy instruction, and 

interestingly, turned to their peers for personal support. However, toward the end of the 

program, students’ postings became more thoughtful and reflective, sustaining dialogue 

with others, and with the help of their professors and peers, considered multiple ways of 

teaching reading, examining various perspectives about literacy instruction. Thus, the 

authors of the study suggested using online messages for longer periods of time and 

examining scaffolding practices of university faculty who facilitate online learning. 

In another study by Thomas, Clift and Sugimoto (1996), the importance of 

relationships among peers or with university faculty was alluded to in order to make 

online discussions or electronic messages as an enriched environment for meaningful 
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learning to take place. Thomas et al. studied the use of electronic mail for responding to 

course readings and classroom observation in terms of how the interactions via email 

increased learning and supported student teachers during their field-based practice, 

Results indicated that trust established among peers and university faculty developed 

over time and played an important role in helping preservice teachers feel supported 

online, and that email was useful in developing their learning of literacy instruction. As 

they became more supported by peers and faculty, the preservice teachers reported 

feeling “more willing to take risks” (p. 5). 

Conducting a longitudinal study for examining the use of technology in teacher 

education to build collaborative communities of practice, Poole and Laffey (2000) 

provided a comprehensive look for understanding what kind of factors influenced the 

effectiveness of CMC such as an internet-based journaling tool and a web-based 

discussion board. They suggested that communication patterns in the classroom, the use 

of collaborative group activities, the structure of the CMC task, and its relative value in 

the overall course design all have an effect on students’ adoption and appropriation of 

CMC tools and their ability to use them to participate in communities of practice. 

Overall, the research on the use of CMC in teacher education has demonstrated 

how CMC provided a space for preservice teachers to reflect on their coursework or field 

experience and how it was an effective tool for connecting theory and practice. Further, it 

was also shown that contexts in which CMC was utilized such as the nature of CMC 

tasks, connections to in-class interactions, and relationships developed among peers or 

with teacher educators influenced how student teachers participated in CMC activities. In 

my study, I explored preservice teacher’s online responses and their teacher’s responses 

to them from relational perspectives, that is, how these CMC interactions influenced 

teaching-learning relationships between students and the teacher. 
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Students’ Perceptions of Teacher’s Feedback or Written Comments 

Because my study involves a teacher’s written comments to students’ responses to 

course readings in CMC, I want next to examine the literature on how students perceive 

or interpret their teacher’s feedback or comments on their work because it provided a 

window for looking at some textual cues of established relationships between students 

and their teacher. 

In general, teachers’ feedback is considered to be helpful for students to 

understand better what they do and do not know so that they can more effectively deploy 

appropriate cognitive strategies (Pajares & Kranzler, 1995). In fact, several studies found 

the impact of feedback on students’ self-efficacy or goal orientation that mediates the 

relationships between particular types of feedback such as self-efficacy enhancing 

feedback and goal progress feedback, and students’ learning outcomes (Bandura & 

Cervone, 1983; Jackson, 2002; Schunk & Swartz, 1993).  

Rucker and Thomson (2003), drawing on the definition of feedback made by 

Nelson and Quick (2000), “feedback is the pathway that completes two-way 

communication,” examined the types of feedback according to its source, recipient, 

mode, content, and occasion. As indicated by Rucker and Thomson, feedback is effective 

1) when the source is a criterion-referenced measurement that provides students with 

specific objectives, 2) when its recipient views the feedback as two-way communication, 

that is, when students proactively seek feedback from their teachers to improve their 

performances, 3) when conveyed in a variety of modes such as structured or unstructured, 

or conveyed through technology, 4) when feedback is concrete, specific, focused, and 

descriptive, and 5) when it is given soon after a performance to which feedback is being 

made. 
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However, the influence of feedback or written comments on students is not solely 

dependent upon the types of feedback discussed above. As several researchers 

(Afflerback & Moni, 1995; Bardine, 1999; Straub, 1997) assumed, teachers’ feedback or 

comments represents a social action, taking place within a proscribed relationship 

between teacher and student. The way a teacher frames a comment implicitly establishes 

some relationship with the student (Straub, 1997). One way to look at relational influence 

behind teachers’ comments might be through students’ perception of their teachers’ 

comments.  

Straub (1997) examined the perceptions of 172 college freshmen about their 

teachers’ comments on their first draft of an essay by asking them to respond to a 

questionnaire in terms of what kind of comments they preferred or how they perceived 

each comment from their teacher according to three aspects of feedback: focus, 

specificity, and mode. First, students in this study were able to make distinctions among 

different types of comments and had clearly articulated reasons for the comments they 

deemed most useful. For the focus of comments, students showed appreciation of a 

comment disclosing that the teacher had become involved with the subject through their 

writing, as one of the students stated, “this comment shows the teacher really had to think 

about what was written and didn’t just jot down a few spelling errors” (p. 101). For the 

specificity of comments, the more specific and elaborate the comments, the more students 

preferred them.  For the mode of comments, students could note how some comments 

made the teacher come across as thoughtful and caring and how others made the teacher 

come across as judgmental or sarcastic. They made some distinctions between comments 

that offered suggestions and those that told the students what to do. Thus, they preferred 

and found most useful comments framed in moderate modes, comments that provided 

direction, did not insist on a certain path for revision, and came across to them as helpful.  
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Bardine (1999) reiterated the major findings from Straub (1997) and went into 

more detail in exploring 12 high school students’ perceptions of teachers’ comments by 

using Straub’s same procedure adding interviews with five students. Interesting points 

made by Bardine’s study was about the role of praise in teachers’ comments. Although 

some students wanted specific details in even a positive comment, most students 

perceived that praise was important for them in terms of boosting their confidence about 

their writing, making their work worthwhile, and even telling them what the teacher liked 

about their writing. Students’ words revealed vividly what they felt about praise.  

It helps a lot to see that we did something good on a paper, and if it’s something 
that we worked hard on then it makes you feel better about what we did. It’s not 
like a waste of time. (p. 244)  

I mean if I did good on one and if it’s going to be the same type of thing. A lot of 
times I model how I did it. And it just really helps it he puts like positive 
comments on here. (p. 245) 

As shown from these student comments, students seemed to learn and pay attention to 

those comments that praised their work or made them feel better about what they had 

done. Although Straub (1997) suggested that the best praise was one that also provided 

reasons for something being good, students from both studies of Bardine (1999) and 

Straub (1997) all liked praise even if it was only presented in single-word comments such 

as “good” or “perfect,” allowing them to see the praise as a guide for their next work and 

to appreciate and enjoy their work.  

More complicated interactions involved in teachers’ comments were explored by 

Afflerbach and Moni (1995). Employing interviews with two elementary school teachers 

and their four students and observations of reading lessons, Afflerbach and Moni 

examined the intended meaning and interpreted meaning of teacher feedback to a student 

response. Overall, 23 of 43 videotaped episodes (53%) showed congruence between the 

teacher’s intended meaning and the student’s interpreted meaning for evaluative 
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feedback, 12 instances (28%) indicated partial congruence, and 8 instances incongruence. 

Then, they looked at the intended meaning of those times when the teachers said, “OK,” 

repeated student responses, and then used personal disclosure related to a student 

response. A primary use of “OK” was to communicate to students that their answers were 

correct. However, in many cases it was also intended to signify that the answer of a 

student was partially correct, or it was used to encourage and support student effort, even 

to signal a student to stop reading. As for the meaning of teachers’ repetition of student 

responses, teachers repeated student responses for two reasons: to tell the student that the 

answer was correct and to repeat it for the entire class to hear. Sometimes teachers 

appreciated a student’s insight and responded to it by saying that they had not thought of 

it before (personal disclosure). In this study, students demonstrated varying ability to 

understand the meaning of each type of feedback. Most of the excerpts used in the study 

showed that students’ interpretations of teachers’ feedback were congruent or partially 

congruent with what the teachers intended. However, in some instances, students had 

different interpretations than the teachers’ intended meaning.  

From the discussion so far, it can seen that students had their own preference 

about types of teachers’ feedback or comments, and that they often came up with 

different interpretations and perceptions from what the teachers originally intended. This 

implies that interactions between students and their teachers through teachers’ comments 

involves a dynamic meaning-making process on each part, especially on the part of 

students, and thereby influences how students perceive what their teachers revealed in 

their feedback or written comments, which might implicitly have influenced their 

relationships with their teachers. In turn, as Straub (1997) stated, established relationships 

between teacher and students may play a role in shaping the way teachers frame their 
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feedback or comments. I will explore the issue of how to respond to student work such as 

their writing in the next section from a Bakhtinian perspective.  

 

DIALOGUE IN TEACHING AND LEARNING FROM A BAKHTINIAN PERSPECTIVE 

Bakhtin’s (1986, 1990, 1994) dialogic notion of language has been extremely 

influential in various fields of educational psychology, linguistics, literature, and so on. 

Given the richness of his theoretical constructs, in this section, I will examine how 

Bakhtin’s ideas have been used to shape the views of researchers about teaching and 

learning. Such an examination will not only help to understand the nature of language 

and dialogue but will also help establish a context for the consideration of the 

applicability of Bakhtinian concepts to my present research inquiry on teaching-learning 

relationships on CMC discourse. 

 

Power and Authority in Textual Interactions 

Tackling the issue of how to respond to student writing, some of the recent work 

in composition studies (Mirskin, 1995; Prior, 1995) adapted Backhtin’s idea in terms of 

how power and authority are negotiated in dialogic textual spaces (Na, 2003). 

Prior (1995), drawing on Bakhtin’s notion of internally persuasive discourse, 

described how response and revision between a graduate student and her professor were 

dialogically shaped when they were working on multiple drafts of a conference paper, by 

using a contextualized analysis of a series of textual exchanges (text-response-revision). 

According to Bakhtin (1981), internally persuasive discourse was contrasted to 

authoritative discourse. In his words, “the authoritative word (religious, political, moral, 

the word of a father, of adults, of teachers, etc.) … demands that we acknowledge it, that 
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we make it our own, it binds us, quite independent of any power it might have to 

persuade us internally” (p. 342). When one contacts with this kind of word, “One must 

either totally affirm [the authoritative word], or totally reject it” (p.343). In contrast, in 

internally persuasive discourse, instead of either totally accepting or totally rejecting the 

words of another, we are encouraged to engage in a kind of dialogue with what others say 

because “the internally persuasive word is half-ours and half-someone else’s” (p. 345). 

Using this framework, Prior paid attention to what took place in textual space 

such as collision between the student and her professor in terms of their ideological 

points of view, values, and approaches, and how this conflict exerted an influence on 

both the professor and the student. He noted the importance of reciprocal interactions 

between the student and the professor whose meanings were negotiated in and around 

texts over time, putting emphasis on incorporating more internally persuasive discourse 

that promotes contact and dialogue into our response to student writing.  

Echoing what Prior argued for internally persuasive discourse, Mirskin (1995) 

also showed the significance of dialogic interactions in response to student writing, 

especially as a process of valuing. Analyzing a student’ work over a semester of writing, 

Mirskin found that, when the instructor or peers failed to understand the way the student 

valued her subject, she rejected their comments about revising her paper. Mirskin 

suggested that teachers need to understand students’ perception of what is significant to 

them in the world when they respond to students’ writing, basing their responses on the 

very understanding of the writer’s process of valuing.    

 

The Authoring of Self: Ideological Becoming 

In line with the recent research in developmental and educational psychology that 

focuses on conflict and change in intermental functioning, a growing body of research in 
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education and composition studies has used Bakhtin’s concept of how the self is authored 

and altered. 

Assaf (2003), for example, characterized dialogue in CMC as a place where 

students preparing to become k-12 teachers negotiated their dynamic identities as 

teachers through narrative practices with others. Drawing examples from six preservice 

teachers’ practices through CMC in a reading specialization program for three 

consecutive semesters, she identified that the preservice teachers socially negotiated 

common values, beliefs, and knowledge related to becoming a reading teacher by using 

the words and thoughts of the reading program and using these to make sense of their 

selves as teachers. As Bakhtin (1986) described, the preservice teachers drew on the 

utterances of others to compose their own words or used the voices of others to author 

their selves as teachers. In this sense, they negotiated the voices of others to “author” 

themselves in specific and meaningful ways and to develop their identities as they 

searched for their own words and thoughts amidst the voices and thoughts of others, what 

Bakhtin (1981) called “ideological becoming,” defined as “the process of selectively 

assimilating the words for others” (p. 341). 

Ideological becoming is encouraged not only in alternative learning environments 

such as CMC but also in regular teaching/learning environments. Marsh (2002) examined 

how the thought and identities of a first-year kindergarten teacher, Ms. Nicholi, were 

discursively fashioned as she moved through the diverse discourses of the teacher 

education program and her kindergarten teaching. In the teacher education program, two 

distinct competing discourses surrounded Ms. Nicholi, a child-centered and a 

sociocultural discourse. Further, in the school where she was doing her preservice 

practice, there was one coherent discourse: a discourse of normalization, one that 

involved a white, middle-class standard, based on a set of “appropriate behaviors,” 
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sanctioned by the school. Initially, Ms. Nicholi had attempted to position herself as a 

learner-centered teacher who valued freedom and choice for the children in her care. As 

she worked with the children, however, she found that they did not possess the way of 

thinking, speaking, and acting that would be considered “normal” within the discourse of 

normalization and deemed them “developmentally unready” to handle the type of 

teaching that she offered. In response to the children, Ms. Nicholi’s identity shifted as she 

became much more of a teacher-directed authoritarian force in the classroom. Because 

none of her students met the criteria of the “ideal kindergartner,” a hierarchy of deficits 

emerged as children’s identities were shaped in relation to Ms. Nicholi and one another. 

This illustrated that the identities of Ms. Nicholi were positioned and repositioned as they 

were situated within the different discourses in her teacher education program, her 

kindergarten classroom, and the personal aspects of her life. In addition, the social 

identities of the children in Ms. Nicholi’s care were also fashioned by and in relation to 

their teacher as her identity as a teacher shifted. 

From what has been discussed above, we can see that dialogue or discourse 

facilitates interactions among multiple voices or thoughts within the individual and 

within the multiple discourse communities he or she traverses. In the studies of teacher 

response to student writing, students seemed to negotiate teachers’ authority and power in 

relation to their writing. Actually, the process of revising is not one in which the student 

simply takes whatever the professor suggests, but it is a dialogical and reciprocal 

interaction in which meanings are negotiated and the student incorporates more internally 

persuasive discourse. This might bring some important insight into understanding 

teaching-learning relationships as enacted in CMC in which teaching and learning are 

mediated through teachers’ and students’ written responses to each other. Although the 

textual interactions in CMC might be mainly intellectual and about meaning making of a 
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given topic, teaching-learning relationships in CMC can show the dialogical and 

reciprocal nature of textual exchanges. Responding to others’ words means situating 

oneself in the other’s words and coming to identify one’s own thoughts and beliefs in 

response to others’. Further, several studies have emphasized the significance of CMC as 

a place where we struggle for “authoring self” and “ideological becoming.” Even when 

CMC is mainly focused on intellectual meaning-making about a given topic, its increased 

opportunities for responding to others’ comments can encourage one to situate himself or 

herself in response to others’ thoughts and words. For teachers, CMC can afford 

opportunities for them to author their identities in relation to students, and vice versa, 

through dialogical interactions. This process of authoring of the self may influence 

teaching-learning relationships formed in a given situation. Applying a Bakhtinian 

perspective to the formation of teaching-learning relationships can contribute to our 

understanding of how these relationships are formed through dialogical interactions 

between students and teachers. 
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Chapter 3. Method 

This chapter addresses the methods and procedures that I used in developing and 

conducting the study. It is divided into five sections, a description of the overall approach 

and rationale for its use, the research site and participants, data sources and procedures, 

data analysis, and methods used to establish the trustworthiness of the study. 

 

OVERALL APPROACH AND RATIONALE 

The main purposes of this dissertation study were to investigate the nature of 

CMC messages in contributing to the development of teaching-learning relationships and 

what role CMC plays in terms of creating and sustaining caring relationships within the 

context of a reading specialization program for preservice teachers.  

As we can see from one of the definitions of the term relationship, “the way in 

which [two people] feel and behave towards each other” (Collins Cobuild English 

Dictionary, 2001), an investigation of the relationship between people would seem to 

require a look at how they perceive each other through their words, behaviors, and so on. 

As context, process, and meaning are crucial in my study, I adopted a qualitative 

methodology, or what Moss (1996) referred to as the “interpretive perspective.” As Moss 

explained, according to the interpretive perspective, “the object domain of social science 

is made up largely of symbolic constructs – texts, products, performances, and actions – 

that reflect the meanings, intentions, and interpretations of the individuals who produce 

and receive them” (p. 21). By examining the words and intentions of my participants in 

written exchanges in CMC, I attempted to build a thick description of how students 

perceived their teacher and vice versa, or how individual students and the teacher 

perceived their relationships with each other through their written words.  
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 In the context of a college course, teaching-learning relationships in CMC do not 

simply arise from the textual exchange in CMC. Rather they are intertwined and 

mediated by other contextual factors that are embedded in the course. As Lincoln and 

Guba (1985) observed, “realities are multiple, constructed, and holistic” (p.37) and they 

“cannot be understood in isolation from their contexts” (p.39). To explore fully the 

complexity of how dialogic interactions in CMC would influence teaching-learning 

relationships, it was important to ground my analysis of written exchanges in CMC 

within a qualitative approach so that I could understand teaching-learning relationships in 

CMC as a whole and look at the multiple aspects of the setting under study in order to 

assemble a comprehensive and complete picture of the phenomenon (Lincoln & Guba, 

1985; Patton, 1990). 

 

RESEARCH SITE AND PARTICIPANTS 

Research Site 

During the spring semester of 2004, data were collected in the two courses, 

Community Literacy and Reading Assessment, in the first semester of a three-semester 

reading specialization program. The reading specialization program required additional 

courses and extended field work beyond the requirements for the general program for 

elementary teaching certification. The students of this reading specialization program 

followed a three semester cohort plan that was school-based and involved tutorials with 

adults learning to read and write as well as supervised tutorials with children in an 

elementary school. The students were taught as a cohort, which meant that they took all 

of their courses together for three semesters.  
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The criteria for selecting these particular courses as a research site were fairly 

simple. First, the class needed to include a CMC component as part of regular class 

activities. In this case, the teacher believed that CMC played an important role for 

students to develop their thinking and to learn from each other and from him. Second, I 

wished to select a class that was taught by a teacher who was responsive to the students’ 

postings on CMC. As mentioned before, this teacher tried to respond to every student 

comment on CMC.  

 

TeachNet as a Bulletin Board 

The reading cohort used TeachNet (its actual brand name was The FirstClass 

groupware) as a virtual workspace and communication system among the participants. 

TeachNet, used broadly within the college of education in which the cohort was enrolled, 

was used for different purposes: private email and course activities. TeachNet allowed 

students to email individuals without needing to know particular email addresses and to 

manage their coursework electronically such as submitting their work and receiving 

feedback from their teacher. Because all previous messages were stored in the TeachNet 

space, students could refer to whatever they wanted at a later time.  

Once one logged on to TeachNet, one saw different boards or folders that allowed 

for some organization of postings: a cohort folder which when opened showed a main 

board and several course folders. The main page or the general messaging bulletin board, 

was typically used for social messages such as greeting a new cohort member, questions 

and concerns, celebrations of birthdays or some special event, and emergencies and loss 

reports. This board was open to anyone who was currently or had been previously in the 

reading specialization program. 
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Different from what the main board did for the cohort, each course folder mainly 

included students’ responses to class readings and the teacher’s or the TAs’ responses to 

them. Because students could read other classmates’ postings and the teacher’s comments 

to them, posting in the two folders was a way to share their ideas and opinions regarding 

the readings. The primary data for this study were all of the TeachNet messages by the 

students and the teacher, and sometimes the TAs, regarding responses to the class 

readings in the two folders for the two courses, Community Literacy and Reading 

Assessment. 

 

Participants 

Participants were the 25 prospective teachers and their leading teacher, Dr. Paul 

Jones (all names are pseudonyms). Dr. Jones taught the two courses I observed at a local 

elementary school. Having used bulletin board postings on TeachNet for several years for 

these two courses, Paul, as he encouraged the students to call him, gave the students a 

standing weekly assignment to post two messages, one for each course, in response to the 

required readings. He then responded to nearly all messages and the teaching assistants 

often responded to several as well. 

This reading cohort had 25 students and all of them finished the first semester. 

Except for one student, Lily, who entered the cohort as part of the Post-baccalaureate 

program, the rest of the students were undergraduates. In terms of ethnicity, students 

were composed of 23 White, 1 Indian, and 1 Hispanic students. Their ages were in the 

range between 20 and 30 with most falling between 21 to 23 (Table 3.1). 
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Table 3.1 Students’ Background Information 

Name Program Ethnicity Age Reason to be in the cohort 
Allison Undergrad. White 21 Reading minor 
Ann Undergrad. White 21 requested 
Beth Undergrad. White 22 requested 
Carol Undergrad Hispanic 21 requested 
Cecilia Undergrad White  21 Reading minor 
Conor Undergrad. White 24 Reading minor 
Debora Undergrad. White 21 Reading minor 
Diane Undergrad. White 21 Randomly assigned 
Edith Undergrad. White 23 Randomly assigned 
Felicia Undergrad. White 22 Reading minor 
Goldy Undergrad. Indian 20 Randomly assigned 
Grace Undergrad. White 21 requested 
Jody Undergrad. White 22 requested 
Kara Undergrad. White 22 Randomly assigned 
Kathy Undergrad. White 22 Reading minor 
Lily Post baccalaureate White 23 Randomly assigned 
Melinda Undergrad. White 30 Reading minor 
Michelle Undergrad. White 21 Reading minor 
Monica Undergrad White 21 requested 
Nancy Undergrad. White 21 requested 
Nora Undergrad. White 21 requested 
Ruth Undergrad. White 21 requested 
Susan Undergrad. White 21 Reading minor 
Temi Undergrad White 21 requested 
Tina Undergrad. White 21 Randomly assigned 
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Although the reasons they had selected this cohort were various guided by their 

interests, targeted grades, types of community they wanted to serve, and so on, there 

seemed to be three main categories to which each student teacher could belong: 1) they 

had requested or chosen the cohort for reasons other than minoring in reading; 2) they 

were minoring in reading; or 3) they had been randomly assigned to the cohort and 

decided to stay in it (Table 3.1).  

According to the background survey (appendix A), all of the students had been 

exposed to CMC in previous courses such as Blackboard or TeachNet, so that technical 

problems did not seem to cause any serious difficulties for them.  

 

Focal students 

Although my study involved all the students and the teacher, I selected five focal 

students to investigate in more detail. After I finished my first interviews with all students 

but one (one student had a hard time scheduling the interview), I selected five focal 

students based on the interview data and their early TeachNet postings. I tried to have 

variation in selecting these cases in terms of their perception of the teacher and some 

characteristics of their postings, so that I could illustrate some possible variation in the 

nature of teaching-learning relationships in CMC between students and teacher. The 

description of each focal student is as follows. 

Debora 

Debora was a 21-year old female student. She entered the cohort because her 

minor was reading. The reason I selected Debora as one of the focal students was because 

she did not reveal much about her personal opinions and views in her TeachNet postings 

as much as other students. Her postings were mostly summaries of the readings although 
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they were very thorough. In terms of her perception of Paul, she always thought highly of 

him and trusted him as a teacher. 

Goldy 

Goldy was passionate about the TeachNet postings in that she put much effort in 

what she posted on TeachNet. Her postings were full of voice and revealed her stance, 

sometimes very strong, about given issues in the readings. In addition, her perception of 

the teacher as shown in the first interview, expressing some doubt about the teacher’s 

openness to others’ opinions, foretold that there might be some tension with the teacher 

in terms of interpreting each other’s words in TeachNet. 

Michelle 

The main reason I selected Michelle as a focal student was that, although she was 

quiet in the classroom and did not open herself up very much in her TeachNet postings at 

the time I conducted the first interview with everybody, her interview data showed that 

she connected herself personally to the words of the teacher in TeachNet and interpreted 

his words almost always in a positive way. Also, she was the student who nearly always 

posted her responses to the readings very early. 

Nancy 

Nancy was one of the students who liked Paul very much, seemingly, in every 

way. Her personality of being lively and outgoing was shown also in her postings. She 

was very expressive with her feelings and thinking in her responses to the readings. 

However, because she valued face-to-face interactions more than TeachNet interactions, 

Nancy did not seem to be very deeply involved with TeachNet postings, so that Paul’s 

TeachNet comments to her did not influence her as much as they did some of the other 

students. 
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Tina 

I selected Tina as a focal student because there seemed to be frequent 

miscommunication or misunderstanding between her and the teacher. There were several 

incidents from in-class meetings or TeachNet interactions in which Tina could not 

understand Paul and vice versa at the time I selected focal students. Her postings were 

relatively short and not as elaborated as much as the teacher expected. 

 

My Role as an Observer 

One of the main goals of a qualitative study is to gain a fuller understanding of the 

whole context in which any phenomenon occurs. Although, as a participant, no matter 

how hard I tried to be unobtrusive and objective, my presence at every class except for 

one could not help but shape, at least to some degree, the phenomenon that was being 

investigated.  

My role in this study was as a participant observer as a characteristic of my 

qualitative data collection. My participation in the courses was mainly perceived by the 

students as a helper and, to some degree, as one of the staff members who supported the 

students of the cohort. I brought some snacks such as cake or bread and fruit every time I 

went to observe the classroom. During a short break after the tutoring, I served the food 

and fixed some tea or coffee. My location from which I observed was the table where the 

snacks were provided. Thus, while students were eating at break, they often expressed 

their appreciation and talked with me, which helped me build rapport with them. Further, 

I provided some students with help in finding children for one of their projects, an 

emergent literacy project. I connected them to two of my friends and helped them find 

their subjects for the project by giving a ride to one of the students to get to my friend’s 

house. Interestingly, I also had a personal connection to the students as a parent because 
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some of them were doing their observation in the elementary school that my son attended 

as a first-grader. In fact, two of them were in my son’s classroom.  

The teacher also came to consider me as one of the members of the cohort. The 

first time when I met him and explained my interview plan, he was somewhat hesitant to 

allow me to interview every student because he worried that it might interfere with their 

busy schedule. However, as time passed, he began to include me almost as one of the 

staff of the cohort and provided valuable support for my study. For example, when he 

explained to the students about the schools they were going to observe, he asked me some 

questions about the school that my son attended in terms of how many countries were 

represented by the children in the school. Frequently he joked about me that I would be 

the person who would know the most about students’ TeachNet postings. Most 

importantly, he emphasized the importance of students being involved with any research 

so that they could contribute to the research basis of the field. 

Although these connections to the students and the teacher facilitated their 

willingness to talk openly with me in interview sessions, my interview questions seemed 

to make them, especially the focal students, unusually aware of the situation, and this 

may have influenced their responses to my research inquiries. However, throughout this 

project, I had the impression that as future teachers, through reflecting on their words or 

the teacher’s words in TeachNet and on their classroom activities, they had learned how 

to consider their practice, which was regarded as a very important contributor to teaching.  

 

DATA SOURCES AND PROCEDURES 

I collected data from the following sources: 1) classroom observations 

supplemented by audiotapes of every class session and daily field notes of the two 

courses; 2) a short survey asking background information such as age, ethnicity, reasons 
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for choosing the reading cohort, and their past experiences with CMC; 3) text-based 

interviews (to be defined later) with the students and the teacher conducted near the 

beginning of the semester, after several textual exchanges had taken place, with the 

purpose of gaining insight into the participants’ thoughts and reasons underlying their 

words; 4) three text-based interviews with five students and the teacher every other week 

after the first text-based interview had been conducted with all students; 5) printouts of 

all CMC texts; and 6) my own reflective research journal. Data from each source 

complemented each other and helped contribute to a holistic picture of the evolving 

teaching-learning relationships in the cohort.  

 

Classroom Observation 

By observing every session of the two courses, I was able to describe some of the 

details of critical classroom interactions, such as class dynamics and the professor’s 

interactions with the students and to examine how the classroom context and emerging 

teaching-learning relationships in regular classroom meetings could influence interactions 

between students and the teacher in CMC. While attending and observing class, I could 

understand the way the teacher communicated with the students, the content of class 

readings, and the essential characteristics of class assignments, all of which were 

reflected in students’ TeachNet postings and the teacher’s comments to them. Also, from 

the classroom observation, I was able to spot some interesting moments that could have 

influenced the students’ or the teacher’s perceptions of each other, so that I could bring 

these up in subsequent interviews. Additionally, while attending and observing the class, 

I collected written materials embedded in the courses (e.g., readings, syllabus, handouts, 

etc.), which provided another window to look at how classroom activities and 
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assignments were addressed and what the professor expected of these activities and 

assignments. 

 

Background Survey 

I conducted a semi-structured background survey (appendix A) with as many 

students as possible in the first week of the semester. In this survey, I included some 

questions about the students’ age, cultural and educational backgrounds, the reason they 

entered the cohort, their previous experiences with any course having a CMC component, 

and their access to Internet either at home or school. 

 

Text-based Interview 

In addition to the background survey, one text-based interview with every student 

except for one student was conducted in the fourth week or so after relationships between 

students and the teacher seemed to have begun to develop. A text-based (or discourse-

based) interview is a specific type of interview that makes explicit the knowledge, 

thoughts, feelings or strategies underlying the process of writing or reading by asking 

writers or readers what they had thought and felt at the moment of writing and reading by 

actually looking at the text they had written or read (Odell, Goswami, & Herrington, 

1983). This first text-based interview, lasting around 30 minutes, included questions 

about students’ overall perceptions of the two courses and the cohort life. I focused on 

how they perceived their required class activities such as the tutoring, the sharing about 

the tutoring, classroom discussions, and class projects, and how they perceived their 

teacher from multiple contacts with him. This part of the first interview with the students 

provided a way for me to understand the students’ perceptions of and expectations about 
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the cohort and their teacher (Appendix B). The later part of the first interview was 

devoted to the text-based interview. For this part of the interview with the students and 

the teacher, I asked about which message they remembered most from among the recent 

weeks of postings. Next, I asked students what was their interpretation of the teacher’s 

comments on their messages, and I asked the teacher about what had led to his responses 

to students’ messages. Then, I asked the interviewee about specific passages that I had 

noted prior to the interview. I gave attention to places in the text where contextual or 

relational cues seemed to be present.  

In addition to this text-based interview for the whole group of students and the 

teacher, with each focal student, I conducted three more text-based interviews of 

approximately 30-45 minutes every other week before or after a class session. The 

structure of the interviews with the focal students and the corresponding interviews with 

the teacher was the same as the first interview. The earlier part of the interview included 

students’ or the teacher’s overall impression about what had been going on in the courses 

or their responses to my questions about specific incidents that I perceived influenced 

their perception of each other. The later part of the interview was devoted to asking about 

particular comments. 

While text-based interviews may not have revealed all the various, on-going 

thoughts of a writer during the composing process, they were useful in gaining greater 

insight into why students and the teacher made specific textual choices that seemed to 

disclose some characteristics of the nature of the relationships between students and 

teacher. 
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Printouts of CMC Texts 

After the CMC activity every week, I collected students’ TeachNet postings, 

especially their responses to class readings and the teacher’s comments to them. I 

examined the transcripts from a caring perspective and with Bakhtinian concepts in mind 

prior to the text-based interviews. When examining the CMC transcript, I referred to any 

reading assigned during the unit, the assignment sheet, the transcript of the background 

interview with the students and the teacher, classmates’ comments, and the teacher’s 

comments in order to identify places where personal connections between the teacher and 

a particular students were revealed, praise, or confirmation was given by the teacher, or 

students told personal stories, which were useful in gaining information during the text-

based interviews.  

 

My Own Reflective Research Journal 

While observing the classes and reading the TeachNet postings, I recorded not 

only descriptive observations but also my ongoing reflections, insights, questions, and 

concerns related to all parts of the research process. My research journal helped remind 

me of what I should ask in the upcoming interview and what I should focus on in my next 

steps. During the interview sessions, I also included notes to provide some additional 

cues that helped to supplement the interview transcripts because “the tape-recorder 

misses the sights, the smells, the impressions, and the extra remarks said before and after 

the interview” (Bogdan & Biklen, 1982, p. 75). Accumulated during all the processes of 

data collection and analysis, these memos were instrumental in enabling me to trace the 

patterns emerging from the data, particularly as the amount of data increased. 
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DATA ANALYSIS 

As a specific data analysis technique, I followed a grounded theory approach 

(Strauss & Corbin, 1998). For the overall process of analysis of the data, I began by 

reading the transcripts of the text-based interviews, referring at the same time to the 

postings mentioned by the students and the teacher during the interview. As patterns of 

students’ perceptions of their teacher and of the teacher’s perceptions of students in terms 

of relationships began to emerge, I identified, defined, and refined my categories by 

revisiting the data two or three times. Next, I read all the TeachNet postings organized by 

each case, which led me to postulate how each student had constructed his or her own 

understanding of the course content and how they were authoring themselves as future 

literacy teachers. Through these cross-case and within-case analyses, I constructed the 

seven themes and the model I present in the next chapters. 

My specific coding strategies and stages included open coding, axial coding, and 

selective coding. During open coding, I closely examined and compared for similarities 

and differences of “units of meaning” (Lally & Barrett, 1999, p. 150). Closely examining 

data for both differences and similarities allowed me for fine discrimination and 

differentiation among categories.  

During axial coding, I reassembled data that were fractured during open coding. I 

searched for relations among categories to find bigger categories to form more precise 

and complete explanations about phenomena, such as a problem, issue, or event that was 

defined as being significant to participants. Through this axial coding, the relationships 

among categories answered questions about the phenomenon such as when, where, why, 

who, how, and with what consequences, thus giving greater explanatory power.  

During the process of selective coding, I integrated and refined categories, which 

led me to find a central explanatory concept to represent the main theme of the research. 
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Once the central theme or concept was chosen, I was able to relate major categories 

through explanatory statements of relationships and develop the model of the study.  

 

ASSURING CREDIBILITY OF THE STUDY 

Although all the processes of data collection, analysis, and even the reporting 

process necessarily embrace subjectivity, it is nevertheless essential that the qualitative 

study remains rigorous (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) to provide enough objectivity to see the 

broader connections and relationships among phenomena (Kantor, Kirby, & Goetz, 

1981). Lincoln and Guba (1985) proposed four criteria for qualitative studies, credibility, 

transferability, dependability, and confirmability, and suggested a variety of strategies to 

establish trustworthiness. The trustworthiness of my study was supported by prolonged 

engagement by observing all classes (except for one due to illness) of the two courses and 

reading every TeachNet posting, the variety of data sources I used, triangulation among 

them, inviting others to my interpretations through peer debriefing, and member 

checking. 

 

Prolonged Engagement and Persistent Observation 

I attended and observed every class, except for one due to illness, for the two 

courses for an entire semester and read every TeachNet posting during the time of my 

observation. This provided me with a lengthy and close examination of the two courses 

of this reading cohort. It also allowed me to capture some of the details of critical 

classroom interactions that helped me understand the context in which students’ 

TeachNet postings and the teacher’s comments to them were constructed. This 

understanding assisted me in more accurately identifying the students’ or the teacher’s 
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reasons for the choices they made as they engaged in the CMC activity. As Lincoln and 

Guba (1985) described, by employing prolonged engagement with persistent observation 

of the classes and TeachNet activities, I could “learn the culture” of the cohort that 

shaped the pattern and content of interactions in class and also in the TeachNet space. 

 

Triangulation 

In addition to prolonged, in-depth observation, I achieved triangulation by 

employing multiple sources for collecting data. Triangulation helped me to see the same 

data from various perspectives and, in the process, to clarify the meaning of the data in its 

fuller context, helping eliminate biases that may have resulted from relying exclusively 

on only one data source, collection methods, investigator, or theory (Lincoln & Guba, 

1985). 

 

Peer Debriefing 

Through all stages of this study, I regularly discussed my ongoing investigation 

with the two chairs of my dissertation committee who knew a great deal about both the 

area of my inquiry and the methodological issues I faced. I discussed with each of them 

the design of the study, possibilities for data collection and analysis, and my 

understanding of the data. Such discussions served the purpose of “peer debriefing,” what 

Lincoln and Guba (1985) described as “exposing oneself to a disinterested professional 

peer” to “keep the inquirer honest” (p. 308). Informal conversations about this study with 

them were helpful, in particular, in testing my interpretations of the data, identifying the 

seven themes and the relationships among the themes, and finally developing the model 

of the central phenomenon. 
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Member Checking 

As a way to assess credibility of my findings expressed through the seven themes 

and the model I constructed from the data analysis, I used the method of member 

checking (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). I contacted separately three focal students, Michelle, 

Nancy, and Goldy, whom I asked to listen to me describe in more details the model and 

the teacher, Paul. During member checking, I explained the model briefly and then went 

into more details by describing each theme. As a next step, the three students, I showed 

some part of my writing of the findings where I directly examined each of them and 

asked them to provide feedback to ensure an accurate presentation of each individual’s 

experiences. For the teacher, I asked him to read the part of the findings that included 

some negative examples such as misunderstandings between him and students using 

pseudonym, to make sure whether my interpretation of the examples represented his 

experiences accurately. 
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Chapter 4. Results: Themes 

As a result of the data analysis, seven themes and a theoretical model of the 

central phenomenon entitled, “Caring as enacted within a dialogic involvement, with 

ever-negotiated trust,” emerged. Before discussing the theoretical model in the next 

chapter, I provide in this chapter an overall description of the reading cohort in terms of 

the background of the teacher, students’ initial expectations of the cohort, the design and 

goals of the two courses that I observed, the students’ and the teacher’s overall 

perceptions of the TeachNet postings, and the nature of the cohort as a learning 

community. Then, I present each of the seven themes that emerged from my constant 

comparison analysis to illustrate the nature of teaching-learning relationships in CMC 

and the participants’ experiences with or perceptions of the relationships, with supporting 

evidence from the data. Then, in Chapter 5, I describe the theoretical model in detail, 

using three focal cases to make sense of the participants’ experiences and perceptions 

entering into a dialogic and caring encounter within the context of CMC. 

 

OVERALL DESCRIPTIONS OF THE READING COHORT 

Teacher’s Background and Involvement in the Reading Cohort 

The reading specialization program at the university, begun in the mid 60s, was 

changed the minute Dr. Paul Jones became involved in it when he first arrived at the 

university in 1977. From his observation, the program has continued to change over time. 

Because he came through in his university program at a time of change, “the cognitive 

revolution” he calls it, that went on throughout the ‘60s and in the early ‘70s, his 

academic background is rooted in constructivist and socio-cultural perspectives that have 
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shaped his thinking throughout his career. Over more than 25 years, he has continued to 

deepen his theoretical perspective of language and literacy and of the preparation of the 

future literacy teachers.  

In terms of the use of technology, Dr. Jones decided to introduce a CMC 

component into his teaching of preservice teachers four or five years ago at the same time 

as the laptop initiative project was introduced, a project of the College of Education that 

required preservice teachers to buy and use laptops for their preservice teacher education. 

At the same time, Paul had been interested and had wanted to see how TeachNet could be 

used in his teaching, to see the potential for electronic space that would allow for 

ongoing, continuing conversations among students and their teachers. Over the past few 

years, his use of TeachNet with his students has expanded from submitting students’ 

responses to class readings to incorporating technology in the preservice teachers’ actual 

teaching of children such as website development.  

 

Students’ Pre-conceptions and Reasons to Be in the Cohort  

As mentioned briefly in the method section and as I gathered from the 

information in the background survey and the first interviews with them, students in this 

study entered the reading cohort with one or more main reasons: an explicit request to be 

in the cohort, because they had chosen to minor in reading, or by being randomly 

assigned to it. For those who requested to be in the reading cohort, there seemed two 

reasons for selecting it. They were interested in reading because of their home 

environments such as a parent’s passion for reading or their targeted teaching grade, the 

first or second grade or deaf students who would need more help with literacy. Or, they 

were looking for a cohort that would provide a thorough preparation for their teaching as 

Beth stated in the background survey, “I requested to be placed in the most challenging 
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cohort and my advisor suggested the [reading] cohort.” A second reason that brought 

students to this cohort was that some students had a minor in reading to pursue a 

certification in reading specialization. Finally, six students out of the 25 had been 

randomly assigned to the cohort and decided to stay once it was introduced. 

Regardless of the reasons for finding themselves in the cohort, most of the 

students seemed to have heard about the cohort and its teacher before entering it or after 

entering it and before the first semester started, building their own preconception about 

their lives in the cohort. Even those students who were randomly assigned to the cohort 

decided to stay in it because they had heard good things. Thus, students had certain 

preconceptions about the cohort constructed from their contacts with students who had 

been in the cohort previously or who were affiliated with the Teacher Certification 

Program at the university. 

[In one of my courses I took] there’s a girl that had gone through Dr. Jones’ 
cohort and a girl that had gone through just the general cohort. And they were 
always talking about the differences in their cohorts and their experiences and I 
just heard awesome things about how prepared that she [in the reading cohort] 
was going into teaching. That she felt totally confident going into the classroom 
and totally ready and totally prepared. That she had learned everything she needed 
to in Dr. Jones’ cohort. And uh, so I asked her, you know, “who is the cohort 
leader?” And uh, she told me and she told me it was reading specialization which 
is even more like oh, well, an added certificate. That’s going to be a good thing… 
(Cecilia, 3/10/04, the first interview) 

I had been told that his cohort does a little bit more but you’re better prepared so, 
I mean, I’d rather be more prepared. And do a little more work when I’m in 
school than not. (Monica, 3/9/04, the first interview) 

I chose this cohort because I have known past graduates and current people who 
are in the uh, their full out student teaching and they’re members, older members 
of my sorority and they always said, you know, ‘Dr. Jones is the best” and, you 
know, I’ve heard stuff around the College of Ed that his cohort while there is 
more work involved in his cohort than any of the others but you’re better prepared 
to become a teacher. Better prepared for the exam [one of the exams for getting 
teacher certification] and your first year of teaching is much easier after having 
Dr. Jones than other teachers. (Susan, 3/3/04, the first interview) 
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Students’ expectations and preconceptions about the reading cohort influenced their 

attitude toward the work required in the cohort and their perceptions of their teacher 

throughout the semester, as I will examine in further detail in Theme 3 and Chapter 5. 

 

Teacher’s Teaching Goals and the Design of the Courses 

Teaching Goals of the First Semester 

Dr. Jones taught the two courses, Community Literacy and Reading Assessment, 

in conjunction with the goals of the program for the first semester in the three-semester 

program. Dr. Jones did not differentiate between the two courses nor approach them as 

separate. Rather, he considered them together to contribute to achieving the goals of the 

first semester. He described the goals of the program for the first semester as having two 

main aspects: understanding learners within cultures and the community that surrounds 

them, and focusing on young children to think about reading and literacy 

developmentally.  

The cohort is now in a three-semester sequence. And what we try to do in the first 
semester of the cohort, hmm, what I try to do is to get them to think to focus on 
children and focus on schools and communities and the culture that surround 
learners and their schools. And not to focus on so much on teaching, it’s more 
about seeing learners and understanding culture and community that surround 
schools And the progression we move into is as we become more and more 
understanding of learners and learning and schools and social context for learning, 
and then we move more into the second semester, in actual teaching, trying to 
teach those kinds of things. So that is one of the broad goals, kind of within the 
entire program that we work on. The second kind of goal is very focused on very, 
very young children in pre-K and K classes so we want them to think 
developmentally about children who are early entering into a kind of school 
setting (Paul, 2/23/04, the first interview) 

The goals described by Dr. Jones were embedded within the three-semester 

sequence of the program, as evidenced from how he described the continuation of the 

goals of the first semester: “We move on to the second semester, in actual teaching, 
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trying to teach those kind of things. So that is one of the broad goals, kind of, within the 

entire program that we work on.” It seemed natural to Dr. Jones to think about the 

program always within the three semester sequence.  

Because the two courses were field-based courses, all lectures, demonstrations, 

and discussions were conducted at a local public elementary school. The two courses 

involved tutoring an elementary-aged student at the beginning of each class for 45 

minutes at the school. In the next sections, I move on to describe each course. 

The Course on Community Literacy 

The major goal of Community Literacy was, in Paul’s words, “to take a careful 

look at ways in which culture and community are associated with reading and literacy 

and language development.” In order to achieve this goal, besides reading articles and 

chapters and responding to class readings in the TeachNet space, each student was 

required to do the following: 1) tutoring an elementary-aged student twice per week for 

45 minutes at a local elementary school where the two courses of the reading cohort were 

held, 2) a community service project involving the tutoring of adult learners for a 

minimum of three hours per week, 3) a project of exploring the literacy in a low-income 

community, 4) a home-visit for their tutee as part of tutoring experiences, and 5) a book 

club regarding culture, literacy, and schooling. By asking the students to do all these 

requirements, Dr. Jones tried to “get the students into the community, adult literacy work, 

and getting them involved in readings about different cultures and different language 

systems.” The community they were associated with through class activities was 

predominantly low income and minority. Many of the adults in this community spoke 

English as a second language 

The topics dealt with in this course were the following: 

1. Definition of Literacy  
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2. Literacy Instruction 

3. Adult Literacy 

4. Family Literacy 

5. Critical Pedagogy, Race and Literacy Issues 

6. Policy Issues 

7. Minority Voices of Dissent 

The Course on Reading Assessment and Development 

The syllabus of the course of Reading Assessment and Development described 

the focus of the course as follows: 

This course is focused on the development of reading abilities, dispositions, 
motivations, skills, and strategies. We begin with an exploration of traditional 
views of reading and learning to read, and then move quickly on to study current 
theories of reading acquisition and the reading processes. We will discuss issues 
of Development, Difference and Disability as they relate to learning to read. The 
course is organized around lectures, readings, and class discussion. Heavy 
emphasis will be placed on developing skills and strategies surrounding the use of 
tools for assessment. Assessment strategies will be presented and demonstrated in 
class, and you will be expected to apply these strategies in practicum settings.  

In order to achieve the understanding of reading and its assessment, students were 

required to write an autobiography about themselves as readers, to do an emergent 

literacy study about early stages of reading development focusing on 0-4 aged children, 

and to do a reflective journal on their tutees. The specific tools or techniques for reading 

assessment were applied and practiced during tutoring. Tutorial plans for each tutoring 

and the final tutorial report were evaluated for this course.  

The topics in this course were as follows:  

1. Myself as a Reader         

2. Reading and Learning to Read: Traditional and Views 

3. Assessment: Principles and Strategies 
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4. The Emergent Phase 

5. The Initial Phase 

6. The Integration Phase 

7. Application Phase 

8. The Power Phase 

9. Models for Assessment  

10. Development, Difference, & Disability 

11. The Ethical, Moral, and Political Dilemmas of Literacy Assessment 

 

Class Activities and Structure 

The two courses, Community Literacy and Reading Assessment, were held at a 

local elementary school on Tuesdays and Thursdays, respectively, from 1:00 pm to 4:00 

pm. Each class started with tutoring for 45 minutes, followed by a 15-minute sharing 

about the tutoring and then the course lecture. For tutoring, each student was assigned to 

a child whose grade was in the range of between kindergarten and 2nd grade. Tutoring 

was composed of some built-in routine such as a poetry warm-up, read-aloud, language 

experience, and the sharing of a joke or riddle. However, as the students learned about 

assessment tools or strategies for literacy instruction over the semester, additional 

components were added to the routine. Tutoring was a place in which the students put 

into practice what they had learned in the classroom. During tutoring, Paul and the TAs 

went around watching and sometimes participating in the tutoring. Their observations, 

then, became an important resource to feed into the sharing time about the tutoring on 

that day.  

During the sharing time, Paul encouraged the students to “brag about” what they 

had done during tutoring, to share with other classmates what kinds of book, poems, or 
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jokes had worked well or not very well for their tutees. Paul or the TAs called on some 

students whom they had observed and asked them to talk about certain things they had 

noted to be working well. At the beginning of the semester, students were not sure about 

what the sharing time was for and felt as if they were boasting while sharing their 

tutoring. However, over time, they began to feel more comfortable as they appreciated 

the benefit of the sharing time for their learning about tutoring. 

After a short break, Paul would begin a lecture about the class readings for that 

day or something he needed to introduce about students’ tutoring or other class activities. 

Frequently, if not always, Paul or the TA, Martha, put up some excerpts from the 

students’ TeachNet postings that they thought raised important points about the readings, 

and these became the basis of a discussion with the students.  

 

The TeachNet Postings as an Assignment 

As I stated earlier, the students were required to post two responses to class 

readings per week, one for each course, by 8:00 pm the day before the class was held. On 

the first day of the Community Literacy course, while explaining the course 

requirements, Paul provided a set of guidelines for TeachNet responses as follows: 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Reading Summary Reports (Your TeachNet responses) 

ID: Author, Title, Date of your response, and Your Name 

Summary: List the three most important ideas you got from this reading. 
         Paraphrase or quote. 

Connections: Does this article connect in any ways to: Course lecture content / 
Your field experience / Other readings in this course /other readings elsewhere/ 
Your prior knowledge  
         Describe and explain the connection. 
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Puzzles: What puzzles you about this article? 
       What didn't you understand? 
       What questions does it raise in your mind? 

Rating: On a scale of 1-5 (with 1 the most positive and 5 the least) 
      How would you rate this article in terms of its value to you in learning  
      about assessment? 

Comments: (Optional) additional comments you would like to make. 

You will not receive a grade on each of your responses. However, if the quality of 
the responses falls below a level of 3, you will be given feedback on how to 
improve.  

Grades 

 Total number of points possible divided into the points earned. 

 90-100% A 
      80-89% B 
      70-79% C 
      60-69% D 
      below 60% F 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Although he offered guidelines for a response, even on the first day of Community 

Literacy, he recommended that students explore their own way to write their responses: 

There is a rubric in the syllabus, one you have as a framework for a response. If 
you are really nervous and really, “I want to do this right,” just follow this 
formula. I will tell you a million times, “stop doing that.” It is flexible. You might 
grab somebody else’s response. The more you are creative, the better job. It’s not 
the same time kind of response… Extra credit everytime when connecting to 
others. Accumulating, we are building knowledge together. (Paul, 1/20/04, the 
classroom observation) 

Although he mentioned about the system of grading on TeachNet postings, he did not 

grade every response. Rather, he only gave private feedback, via email, for those 

responses that he thought needed more elaboration. 
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We are not going to grade every response. The only response we are going to 
grade is the not good one. It will be a personal message to you. If you don’t get a 
response about a grade, you will be OK. (Paul, 1/20/04, the classroom 
observation) 

As I observed, the TeachNet postings seemed to serve as a resource for students’ 

learning and classroom discussions in that students were able to share with other students 

rather than simply fulfill an assignment. Paul also strongly encouraged students to read 

each other’s responses even before writing their own responses so that they could learn 

from each other, something I was able to verify by asking several students and by seeing 

that they replied to each other. 

 

The Students’ Perceptions of TeachNet Postings 

Overall, students seemed to appreciate that TeachNet postings pushed them to 

read class readings with a stance of relating them to other aspects of their lives or other 

readings, which led to a different level of reading.  

That’s [TeachNet posting] really, it gets me to read. Honestly. I mean, it’s really 
easy to get behind and if you’re posting you’re having to read and OK, think 
about it and respond instead of just reading it too. You have to really be 
thoughtful about what you’re reading. I think it’s a good portion of it. (Edith, 
3/4/04, the first interview) 

However, during the first few weeks, some students were nervous about posting 

on TeachNet because they were not sure of its purpose and how other students and the 

teacher would react to their responses posted in a public space.  

Now that we’re down in a routine I understand what he meant but in the first 
couple weeks, this posting and whether it was for a grade or participation, like, I 
really didn’t understand the purpose of it. (Susan, 3/3/04, the first interview) 

As Diane and Lily stated below, students seemed conscious of the public nature of 

TeachNet postings, being concerned about how they would sound in their postings. 
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I feel like everyone’s reading it and it has to be perfect, you know. Uh, I think I’m 
kind of being a perfectionist but uh, I mean, I think it’s a lot of work…. At first I 
was, you know, I was like I don’t really know what is expected.. so I was nervous 
about, you know, like not making sense or not really making a connection for 
other people, I guess. (Lily, 3/10/04, the first interview) 

However, as they received comments from Paul, they became more confident in their 

writing. 

Yeah, at first when we had to do all these postings I was nervous because I didn’t 
want everyone else to see what I had written, you know. Because uh, you know, I 
didn’t have too much confidence in my writing but when him and when he goes 
and says stuff like that, you know, you feel more confident in what you say and so 
the next time you’re like it's OK if other people read it because I have more 
confidence in what I’m saying. (Diane, 3/3/04, the first interview) 

Although writing responses to class readings became a routine and easier over 

time, for students, the biggest concern about posting was the issue of timing, that is, they 

had to post their responses by 8:00 pm the day before class met. 

I don’t think it’s that bad. It’s kind of the time. Like 8:00’s is kind of the middle 
of your evening. I kind of wish it was more like 10:00. And then as long as it was 
but I understand like he can’t be up reading TeachNet postings all night. (Monica, 
3/9/04, the first interview) 

Just makes it a lot easier. Although the time stamp.. It puts the time and date on 
there. It’s kind of weird sometimes. Yeah, well, I wish it was just the date. 
(laughter) (Beth, 3/10/04, the first interview) 

But when I’m really busy and that has to be due at 8:00 at night I’m just, like, I 
don’t want to do it. (Grace, 3/4/04, the first interview) 

However, some students like Carol saw a good side to the timing issue. Because she had 

to get the posting done before class, she thought she was able to allow herself to be laid-

back on class days. 

I like that he makes us post the night before. I mean, it’s kind of, it’s difficult 
because, like, I’m trying to get my tutoring stuff ready also but today I wake up 
and I go to school and I don’t have to worry about last minute stuff. You can’t 
wait until the last minute. You know, it’s due by 8:00 and so today is just a laid 
back, everything’s done. So you just come and… (Carol, 3/2/04, the first 
interview) 
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For students, reading and responding to class readings meant more than doing just an 

assignment when they received comments from their teacher. Paul’s responses to their 

postings made a big difference in how much they valued the task.  

I really like that he responds to everyone because once again, it kind of shows that 
he’s showing us that our responses are valuable and that, you know, all this work 
hasn’t been for, you know, nothing. It didn’t go to waste. It’s showing that he 
cares about enough about our responses to respond back to them and to add his 
input….. If he didn’t respond to it (laughter) probably wouldn’t be as, you know, 
willing to post as much because it just shows that, you know, why are we doing 
this if no one’s going to read it. That’s kind of a general feeling. (Debora, 3/04/04, 
the first interview) 

Uh, I’d be very angry and think that it’s a waste of our time if he wasn’t giving us 
some kind of feedback. (laughter)…. Paul and Martha are going to read this or 
Paul’s going to read this so, you know, I can’t slop something together. But, like, 
I don’t think if we were just posting stuff on TeachNet and there wasn’t, like, any 
feedback from him or, like, we didn’t do an activity if it was just up there, I would 
probably think it was a real waste of time. (Susan, 3/3/04, the first interview)  

Without Paul’s responding to them, even when he might have read students’ postings, 

many students would have thought of the TeachNet posting requirement as a waste of 

time. Furthermore, Paul’s responses to their postings delivered some important meaning 

to students such as “our responses [to readings] are valuable,” and “[postings] will be 

meaningful in that someone is going to read them, find them meaningful.”  

 

Teacher’s Perceptions of Students’ Postings 

Even though students were told that their responses to class reading would be 

included in their final grade, Paul rarely thought of it as something be intended to 

evaluate but rather, as an avenue to getting inside students’ thinking about the content of 

the readings and also as a resource with which Paul could help students resolve some 

questions or lead classroom discussions. In the second interview, he mentioned his 

conscious use of students’ posting for the whole class.  
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Well, again my reading of, I use my readings of their postings primarily as a way 
of getting inside their heads and their thinking about the content that we’re 
working with. And so, it shapes the way in which I try to shape the course and the 
course experiences as we move forward…… (Paul, 4/15/04, the second interview) 

Because of the constraint of time, he did not have enough time to give detailed or 

elaborate comments to every student. What he typically did while responding to students’ 

postings was to read students’ responses, type whatever came to his mind, and think 

about where the next day’s class discussion would need to go. By responding, what he 

primarily wanted to show student was the evidence that he had read their postings and 

cared about what they had to say about the readings. 

Uh, the actual response that I post is more often I want to show evidence that I’m 
reading what they write. That’s kind of my first goal is in my responses is, I want 
them to know that I have read what they have written. (Paul, 4/15/04, the second 
interview) 

I just don’t have the time or the energy to write long, long responses to every 
single posting. What I can promise is I read them all and I’ll try to think aloud 
with you a little bit. I’ll try to give you some of the things that I’m thinking about 
and I promise that I’ll bring that back and weave that into what we’re doing 
within our classes. (Paul, 6/17/04, the fourth interview) 

Another usage of TeachNet postings was to evaluate the selection of the class 

readings. As implied in what Paul said in the first interview, the selection of the class 

readings for the semester were a product of his reflection on which reading had been 

working for his students in the past several years. 

I use it to evaluate the selections so I’m constantly changing readings. If there is a 
piece that is not connecting with them, um, I will eliminate it or I will substitute 
and I’ll get another one for the next semester. So I use it as a way of getting some 
feedback on the appropriateness and the substance of those readings…. I 
definitely and at the end of the semester, we will go back and take a look and I’ll, 
you know, sort of mentally go through which ones which pieces are working for 
them, which pieces don’t seem to connect at all and I, so I use the responses, I use 
the CMC in that way for responses to readings (Paul, 2/23/04, the first interview) 
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Students’ engaging with a particular reading, being able to connect well to the reading, or 

sometimes being excited about the reading might have told Paul about how well the 

reading worked for the learning of the students, based on which he could evaluate the 

selection of each reading.  

In answering my question in the first interview of whether he had rules for 

responding to students’ postings, he said he did not have explicit ones. However, in terms 

of what he was looking for in TeachNet postings, he had his own implicit ways of 

reacting to students’ responses.  

No, I mean, there’s certainly nothing explicit in it. Um, what I, I think, what I’m 
looking for is, maybe two things, and I probably don’t do as a good job on 
stressing as I need to. One I probably do and that’s the notion of connection. I 
want them to make connections between those readings and things that are going 
on around them, whether it’s in their observation, in their tutoring, in their adult 
literacy works, so that, so that I see the ideas and the readings is to be related, I 
want to see, I want to see how those readings are being related to what they do, so 
that’s, that’s, I guess, a criteria. And I’ll push on that in terms of, you know, what, 
how this make you think differently about what you do, what you see. Um, the 
other part that I’m probably less explicit about early on and as we go further into 
the program I become more explicit about it and I write a lot more about with 
them is this, this idea of imaging their own classroom, that is, how does how do 
these readings, these experiences, how are they shaping the way in which you 
envision your own classroom and what it will be like? And the importance of that, 
creating that, that image of the good teaching in good schools, in classrooms. Uh 
so those are I guess, I don’t know if those are criteria or rules. But those are things 
that I’m, I’m looking for. (Paul, 2/23/04, the first interview) 

As Paul said above, whenever he noticed students’ connecting a reading to their lives, he 

latched onto the connection and tried to help them think more, later stretching them into 

imagining their own classroom.  

As he came to know students, he adapted his way of responding to them, even if 

not consciously. For example, there were a small number of students whose TeachNet 

responses were not elaborate enough, so that Paul sent them private email to encourage 
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them to work harder on their postings. When Paul spotted the improvement in the 

responses of those students, he tried to show his acknowledgement of it.  

I’m looking for instances where Conor’s really gone above and beyond and 
Conor’s done that several times with responses. And when Conor does that I try 
to spend extra time in making sure that Conor understands that I recognize and 
appreciate the thought that Conor’s put into uh, a response. Uh, it really, you 
know, it does, I mean, I don’t have it organized in terms of, you know, OK, this is 
how I’m going to approach so and so. But as you get to know them because of the 
amount of contact we have uh, you, you uh, I do adapt in that way. (Paul, 4/15/04, 
the second interview) 

 

The Reading Cohort as a Learning Community 

Because students in this cohort would go through the course of the program 

together for three semesters, it was not long before they began to feel a bond with each 

other as a group. However, there seemed to be some particular characteristics to boost 

their bonding as a cohort such as a mechanism for supporting students at several levels 

and continuing the conversation through CMC. 

Support System 

The life of the reading cohort involved several layers of support. As a cohort, 

these preservice teachers were taught by two instructors in three courses, Dr. Paul Jones 

and Dr. Donna Walker, and two TAs, Martha and Heather. Officially, Martha was the TA 

for the Community Literacy course and Heather, for the Reading Assessment course. 

However, Martha and Heather were not simply regular TAs. Paul turned over to them 

some of teaching and mentoring of the preservice teachers. During the time of tutoring at 

the beginning of each class meeting, the three of them, Paul, Martha, and Heather, 

observed the individual tutoring, sometimes participating in it and showing the students 

how to interact with the children or deal with a given problem. Then, they brought what 

they observed to the sharing time to give praise or advice to the whole class. The TAs 
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often responded to students’ TeachNet postings. Martha, especially, took some excerpts 

from the students’ postings in for the Community Literacy readings and brought them to 

class for possible discussion. Also, she did some of the arranging for the community 

service project with adult learners at La Esperanza. Heather seemed to take more 

responsibility for the tutoring in that she read and commented on the tutoring plans 

submitted by the students at every class meeting. 

Although Dr. Jones was the main and lead professor of the cohort, the students 

counted their TAs, Martha and Heather, and another instructor, Donna, as very important 

to the cohort, all of whom were perceived to be responsive and always available for them. 

As Beth said in the first interview, students felt supported by all their instructors and TAs 

even including me, perceiving them to have all the same desire to help them succeed.  

 

I think that they’re the same. I really do. Uh, even like with Donna, I think she’s a 
really valuable part of the cohort. Martha and Heather and just all you guys are 
such a huge part of the cohort and all have the same desires to help us succeed 
and you want to succeed as well so uh, I value all of your comments and I think 
you hold the same value. (Beth, 3/10/04, the first interview) 

This aspect of the cohort was also described in Dr. Jones’ words: 

Now for some people that means, you know, they can say things to Martha or 
they can say things to Heather or they can say things to somebody when they may 
not be so comfortable saying to me or with me. I don’t care… We have to keep 
lots of doors open for them. And wherever they find that support, we’ll get it to 
them. (Paul, 6/17/04, the fourth interview) 

Furthermore, students seemed to appreciate that not only the staff of the cohort but also 

they themselves were “each other’s support system,” as mentioned by Ann in my 

interview with her. 
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But I think he also makes the point that we are each other’s support system so it’s 
really important for us to get to know the other people in the cohort and lean on 
them for support. Not so much him. (Ann, 3/3/04, the first interview) 

In fact, students did support each other in that they shared their thoughts, experiences, 

and ideas through different channels such as TeachNet, in-class meetings, and class 

projects. 

TeachNet as a Space for Ongoing Conversation 

Students liked many of the features of TeachNet very much as illustrated in 

Chapter 3. Above all other aspects, what students mostly appreciated about TeachNet was 

that they could have a continuing conversation, making it possible to feel connected to 

the members of the cohort and even to previous cohorts. There were different boards or 

folders in TeachNet that allowed for some organization of postings: the main board and 

each course folder. Although these two boards were intended to serve different purposes, 

social or academic interactions, students seemed to feel they were connected to each 

other by sharing parts of their personal, social, and academic lives. 

The main page or the general messaging bulletin board, one that was the first 

place to be opened when they logged in TeachNet, was typically used for social messages 

such as greeting a new cohort member, questions and concerns, celebration of birthdays 

or some special event, and emergencies and losses. This board was opened to anyone 

who was currently or had been previously in the reading specialization program. Students 

in this study felt that this main board, a place used for social or personal messages made 

communication among the cohort members much easier and faster.  

It allows us to communicate so much faster, so much easier in this way. It’s more 
of a joint effort whereas e-mail only the receiver sees the e-mail and with 
TeachNet everybody can see it. And it allows us to become closer to one another. 
(Goldy, 3/5/04, the first interview) 
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And they felt secure because they knew all the information they needed to know would 

be there on the board.  

You always know where to get connected with the group if you’re away for 
awhile and if you need to look up something in the past it’s there and all the 
information at your fingertips. (Cecilia, 3/10/04, the first interview) 

Through interactions with others on the main board, students were able to feel a bond 

with each other, bringing everyone together. 

It connects all of us and it makes us more of a little family by the, you know, 
everybody’s always checking TeachNet and they’ll respond and write back and 
forth. And it’s nice to know that if you have a question about something, like, he’s 
always checking it and he’ll respond back to you and uh, you know, he doesn’t 
just like just respond back to your questions. Someone we’ll write something and 
he’ll write a little funny comment. So that is good social interaction and it kind of 
brings everybody together. (Jody, 3/23/04, the first interview) 

Paul also recognized and appreciated this function of TeachNet. Just imagining the 

situation in which there was no communication tool like TeachNet, he said, “I don’t 

know how I did that before.” For him, the feature of TeachNet that allowed for instant 

and ongoing communication seemed essential to the operation of the cohort.  

Um, I think it was um, well, I’m interested in seeing the potential for an electronic 
space that allows for ongoing, continuing conversations about the work we do. 
Not just, the communication, yes, but it’s the conversations that I think is the most 
important part of it, and I think the potential for that with TeachNet was clearly, it 
was just transparent to me, that wow, that we can do some really good things here 
that provide for hmm, instant and ongoing communication and conversation. And 
it was particularly useful in our program because we were, our program, there’s a 
lot of contrasts between what we do and all the other cohorts. We were very 
spread out. Ah, we were, in I don’t know how many schools, probably 10 or 15 
different schools because I really seek out teachers that I’ve worked with. And so, 
because we are so far spread, we don’t see each other sometimes as often, and 
they’re not observed as often. (Paul, 2/23/04, the first interview) 

Different from what the main board did for the cohort, each course folder, even 

with these mostly task-oriented interactions, students nevertheless felt their minds were 



 79

connected to each other in terms of sharing their thoughts or perspectives in response to 

the readings. 

Mostly I just feel, like, because I’ll see what he comments and I’m like oh, I 
thought of that too. You know what I mean, so most of the girls and boy when 
they write about stuff I thought of that same stuff. But, like, some people will just 
are good writers and so they word it better. And so it makes me like, oh, I thought 
that too and then he’ll comment on it and I’m like oh, so its so neat how 
everyone’s minds are connected. Like, everyone notices, not everyone notices the 
same things but when you do notice something similar to someone else’s. I think 
it definitely makes me want to read other people’s. Because I’m, like, oh, I 
wonder who else thought that, you know. (Michelle, 4/8/04, the second interview) 

And then it also gives you a chance to write down those feelings and see what 
other people, if people have the same reaction as you or different and you can 
even respond to what they say. And say well, yeah, I agree with you here. I don’t 
agree with you here, so I think it just uh, kind of like, we were saying we have a 
family, like, the network. It allows us to use each other and stuff. (Allison, 
3/10/04, the first interview) 

The more accumulated and shared experiences students came to build, the more they felt 

connected to each other, as Allison said, “We have a family, like, the network.” For Paul, 

the use of TeachNet in his cohort for the previous five years had led him to see the 

potential for building a sense of community in the cohort through CMC.  

That’s helpful to us in uh, in building this, um, this sense of community and 
maybe that’s something I didn’t talk about in terms of the purpose of CMC and 
how I see CMC working or I didn’t go that far. That’s the idea of community 
building um, that, you know, if we just limit our time together to what we have in 
classes. Um, that’s not enough or sufficient although that’s a lot in this program. 
It’s still not sufficient for us to build, um, this kind of on-going learning 
community that we want to have, and the CMC environment, I think, helps us to 
do that. (Paul, 2/23/04, the first interview) 

From my observation and analysis of the TeachNet postings and interviews with students 

and their teacher, I can say, without any doubt, that the CMC components in this cohort 

enhanced the ability of the students to communicate and share with each other, then build 

their sense of community to support and be supported by each other.  

 



 80

DESCRIPTIONS OF CATEGORIES 

Because my study drew on Noddings’ (1984, 1992) ethic of care and Bakhtin’s 

approach to dialogue (Bakhtin, 1986, 1990, 1994), it made sense to me to analyze my 

data through these lenses I had taken as a framework. Thus, the categories I used to 

describe the themes to capture the phenomenon of teaching-learning relationships in 

CMC were primarily based on these theoretical perspectives. However, the categories 

were also grounded in the data themselves, even when they were not always directly 

stated in participants’ words. 

In this section, I want to show the connection between the categories I used to 

describe themes and the data I gathered for this study, such as dialogue, dialogic and 

caring encounter, trust, engrossment and motivational displacement, reciprocity, 

authoring, and ethical ideal, in order to make clear what each category borrowed from 

Noddings and Bakhtin’s work means in my data. 

 

Dialogue 

As Dentith (1995) stated, “the actual reality of language speech is not the abstract 

form of linguistic forms, not the isolated monologic utterance, and not the 

psychophysiological act of its implementation, but the social event of verbal interaction 

implemented in an utterance or utterances” (p. 139).  As one of the forms of verbal 

interaction, dialogue can be understood in a broader sense, meaning not only direct, face-

to-face, vocalized verbal communication between persons but also verbal communication 

of any type, according to Bakhtin (Dentith, 1995). It includes verbal performances in 

print, something discussable in actual, real life dialogue, active perception involving 

attentive reading and inner responsiveness, and organized printed reaction in the various 

forms such as book reviews, critical survey, and so on. Because a verbal performance of 
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this kind orients itself in respect to the previous performances, those by the same author 

or other authors, it inevitably embraces dialogue with others (Dentith, 1995). 

In this sense, not only the written interaction between students and their teacher in 

TeachNet in this study, but also students’ responses to the assigned class readings can be 

considered to be dialogue with others such as the authors of readings, other classmates, 

and their teacher. As will be described in Theme 1, the students responded, objected, 

affirmed to something in a given reading, and anticipated possible responses from others 

(mainly the teacher), and objections, support, and so on. As one of Jody’s posting shows 

below, a particular sentence from the assigned article made her think and want to do the 

same thing that the sentence indicated, preparing her for the rest of the text. Just as actual 

interactions with someone do, while responding to a reading, she was triggered, by what 

the author said, to think and question and orient herself for the remaining text. 

From: Jody / Subject: Making Dialogue Dialogic / To: Community Lit.  
Monday, March 08, 2004 3:53:54 PM 

 ……One of the first things that I read in this article that really got me 
thinking was, "I wanted to learn more about how writing in the journals might 
help adult learners take control of written language, in both their writing and their 
reading."  I found myself wanting to learn the same thing. Is this something that 
can help our students take control of their written language and is this something 
that even myself as a student, maybe I should be writing in a journal.  It was a 
quote that got me thinking and prepared me for the rest of the text….  

Responding to the assigned class readings sometimes generated the anticipation of 

further conversations about an issue, as Cecilia stated, “[I] am looking forward to a 

conversation in class…” 

From: Cecilia / Family Literacy Education / To: Community Lit. 
Sunday, March 28, 2004 5:43:15 PM 

……I enjoyed this article, and am looking forward to a conversation in class, 
because I would like to better understand and reinforce what I've read so far.  A 
very interesting read-- frustrating yet inspiring.  
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As seen so far, interactions with the words of the authors of the class readings through 

TeachNet seemed to represent dialogue with others, involving one’s being influenced by 

the words of the authors, responding back to them, and anticipating further actions he or 

she might want to take. 

 

Dialogic and Caring Encounter 

As will be shown in Theme 2, the written interactions between students and their 

teacher through TeachNet are described as dialogic encounters because, just as with 

actual interactions, their written interactions also provided opportunities for them to meet 

and know each other in terms of each other’s feelings, thoughts, experiences, beliefs, 

expectations, and so on. Meeting each other through written words in the TeachNet space 

did not seem planned and expected ahead of time as the word encounter might imply. 

Sometimes just one word from the teacher elicited some particular impression of him, 

thereby giving students to have certain perceptions of the teacher, at the same time, 

dialoguing with their previous contact with him. That is why this encounter can be called 

dialogic in that the teacher’s words elicited their responses, inner or outer. As students 

stated in the interviews, even through the teacher’s short comments, they came to have 

certain perceptions of him such as “he wants to know us personally,” “he enjoyed what I 

wrote,” or “he remembers what he read and pays attention.” Further, they felt his 

presence and came to know his expectation about them, beliefs about literacy or teaching, 

etc. The teacher also came to understand individual students while he was reading their 

TeachNet postings in terms of their personal background and previous experiences.  

Later, I also use the category of caring encounter emphasizing the potential that 

an encounter can develop into one involving the teacher’s caring and students’ reciprocity 

of this caring, in which a student and the teacher enacted their part as the cared-for and 
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the one-caring respectively. Because each dialogic encounter can develop into either a 

caring encounter or not, by using the category of caring encounter, I try to show what 

kinds of situational, personal, or relational aspects can encourage or discourage a certain 

encounter to build into a caring relationship between a student and the teacher. The 

reason I use encounter rather than relationship most of the time is that relationships 

between people are established from their accumulated encounters. How people meet in 

each encounter influences their whole relationship with each other.  

  

Trust  

The category of trust has a special meaning in this study. In this study, students’ 

trust in their lead teacher, Paul, primarily involved their high expectations about their 

learning from being in the cohort, such as “We would be the best prepared (for teaching) 

out of all the cohorts.”  While they were observing what and how the teacher had been 

doing for the cohort, students built their trust in the teacher that he certainly had the 

knowledge and experiences that would guide them to receive the best education possible, 

seeing that their expectations about the teacher were met in the reality of the cohort. In 

this sense, trust is constructed from interactions between expectation a person has about a 

certain thing and the reality about it he or she is experiencing. As Beth stated below, she 

seemed to feel that the teacher met her expectations, saying “he’s doing everything that I 

expect actually.” 

What I want from Paul? Just as much information, I just want to soak up as much 
as I cans and uh, be prepared as much as I can and I think he’s going to provide 
that so, I mean, I know that my expectations are high. Just like his are for us. And 
uh, I just expect uh, he’s doing everything that I expect actually. Just being very 
understanding and uh, providing as much up-to-date information that he can. 
(Beth, the first interview, 3/10/04) 
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However, every student seemed to have different types of expectations they 

wanted to fulfill in their lives in the cohort. Some students such as Nancy wanted to have 

practical knowledge and close relationships with the teachers, TAs, and their classmates. 

Some students like Goldy expected being open to different opinions from the teacher. 

Whether their expectations were met in the reality, their trust in the teacher or in being in 

the reading cohort was established and strengthened or destroyed and diminished, 

influencing their perceptions of the teacher or their relationships with him or being in the 

cohort.  

However, one interesting phenomenon related to trust is that, even when students 

did not trust some part of the teacher that they thought was important, their trust in the 

professional part of him in terms of his knowledge of and experience about literacy 

teaching as a teacher educator seemed unshakable, so that, even with some mistrust in 

him, they still could willingly follow what he had asked them to do, believing that he 

would provide the best education for them, as Cecilia stated in her first interview, “Dr. 

Jones knows what he’s doing.  And I trust him and like his decisions, even though I 

don’t understand them sometimes.” 

 

Engrossment and Motivational Displacement 

Engrossment and Motivational Displacement are the conscious state of the one-

caring in a caring encounter. Engrossment means to receive the other as he or she is and 

to feel with him or her. As Bergman (2004) described, when we care for the other, “we 

must receive the situation of the other as if it were our own. To do so requires emptying 

ourselves of attention to our own situation, at least for the moment, so as to make room to 

take in the existential condition of the other” (p. 151). In this study, when the teacher 

tried to understand and listen to students, through his TeachNet comments, rather than 
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being judgmental, I coded those comments as representing engrossment. For example, in 

responding to one of Lily’s postings mentioning the length of a reading, Paul, although he 

could have skipped it, put his words indicating that he was feeling the same way with her 

in a humorous way. 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Windows into Literacy / To: Read Asses & Dev 
Wednesday, February 18, 2004 4:20:14 PM 

Lily writes: 
……Overall I really enjoyed this article.  It was every straight forward and easy 
to read.  I think this is an article to refer back to when the time comes.  I will 
have to give this article a 1.  The article was long and took me forever to read 
but it was well worth it.  take breaks. plan for treats along the way. 

This kind of attention, receptivity, sympathy or disposability leads to motivational 

displacement, the state of the one-caring’s allowing herself to be moved by the other’s 

needs and feelings. Motivational displacement was represented in this study by the 

teacher’s words or actions showing his sacrifice or consideration initiated by students’ 

needs and desires, not by the teacher’s own (Noddings, 2001) such as his quick, detailed 

and long or sincere and honest comments, revealing his eagerness to know more about 

students. Also, his bringing what students said in their postings into the classroom 

discussions was considered by students to show caring for the cohort. 

 

Reciprocity 

As Noddings (1984) emphasized, the role of the cared-for in a caring relationship 

is to show his or her appreciation of caring given by the one-caring. In this way, the one 

caring could maintain her caring for the cared-for, sensing her caring to be received by 

the cared-for. In this study, students’ acknowledgement or appreciation of what the 

teacher had done for the cohort was considered to represent reciprocity of the teacher’s 
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caring. For example, as seen in the following response by Ann, students often expressed 

how much they learned from class activities while freely responding to a given reading.   

From: Ann / Subject: Once Upon a Time…/ To: Community Lit. 
Wednesday, April 07, 2004 2:40:28 PM 

……Speaking from personal experience, I knew how to read, but since entering 
this class I have learned a lot more about reading to and with children.  Picture 
walks, predictions, word planting.  The list could go on and on.  I don’t think I 
ever before focused on all the learning that could come out of a read aloud. 

Thus, the consciousness of the cared-for, in a caring encounter, is characterized by the 

recognition or realization of care by the one-caring. Although, in this study, most of the 

time, students did not express their reception of caring by the teacher in a clear or explicit 

way, their slight revelation of their reciprocity of the teacher’s caring contributed 

something essential, a reward for the caring to continue.  

 

Authoring of Self  

Authoring of self indicates the process of constructing an identity (Assaf, 2003). 

As Gee (1999) stated, we each struggle to know the self through the other, drawing on the 

words of others, through which our identity is shaped, constructed, and revised. Noddings 

also echoed that, because the self is a relation and because we have many relationships, 

“the organism is not the sole ‘author’ of the script-like self: other selves contribute to its 

construction” (Noddings, 2002b, p. 100). Especially in this study, within the reciprocal 

influence of caring relationships, students and the teacher came to see themselves 

reflected in each other’s words. For example, when Lily saw the teacher’s response to 

one of her posting, “Amazing . . you have so much experience to draw on in your 

teaching,”  Lily could see that she herself would be amazing as a teacher by drawing on 

her experiences. 
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Uh, yeah, I think I remember that one…He’s telling you, you know, you have so 
much to bring to the classroom. You have so much that you can give to these kids 
and you’re going to be amazing, you know.  And it’s kind of like yeah, that’s 
why I’m doing it. (Lily, the first interview, 3/12/04)  

For the teacher, students’ hard work in learning to teach seemed to make him see the 

better part of his life as a teacher as he stated, “… believe me when that [students’ hard 

work] happens it makes life fun and easy and exciting and so you jump all over it… so 

many exciting things that are going to happen next year with these folks.” With seeing his 

caring reflected in students’ work, he imagined his life as a teacher as fun and exciting, 

thinking about the next year with the students. 

As seen above, students and the teacher constructed their identities, authoring 

themselves by looking at themselves reflected in others’ words, becoming confident as 

prospective or caring teachers. 

  

Ethical Ideal 

The ethical ideal, the picture of ourselves as one-caring, is one that “guides us as 

we strive to meet the other morally” (Noddings, 1984, p. 5). According to Noddings 

(1984), our attitudes or behaviors depend upon the nature and strength of this ideal 

because we do not have absolute principles to guide us. In this study, students came to 

realize what would be their ethical ideal in dialogue not only with the teacher’s TeachNet 

comments, but also with examples of good and not-as-good literacy teaching from a 

given reading such as how to understand and embrace students whose first language was 

not English, how to include parents who were not literate into helping their children’s 

learning without being condescending to them, how to deal with high-stakes testing 

without being driven out of teaching. For example, in responding to a reading about 

family literacy, Ruth found out the importance of embracing parents without trying to fix 
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their problem, one validated and strengthened by the teacher, which would become part 

of her ethical ideal she would refer to when interacting with parents of her future 

students. 

From: Paul Jones / Re: "Once Upon a Time..." / To: Community Lit. 
Wednesday, April 07, 2004 3:54:21 PM 

Ruth writes: 
…… Also, I think the way this information is distributed to the parents has a lot 
of affect on them as well.  They are not simply sitting there, having someone tell 
them what to do; there are films, questionnaires, and guest speakers.  I think that 
even something like the different ways to present the information helps the 
parents feel like they are there to learn to help their children and themselves, and 
the people that are presenting the information do not seem like they are “fixing” 
something that the parents are doing wrong. exactly . . value them first for what 
they bring . . stretch with them.  

The significance of constructing an ethical ideal is that one can turn to it when 

there is a situation in which natural caring for others hardly takes place. According to 

Noddings (1984), an ethical ideal is expressed as a vision of one’s best self. As the 

process of authoring the self occurs in dialogue with others, constructing an ethical ideal, 

as part of authoring the self also inevitably involves the process of seeing oneself through 

others’ words. Especially, under the category of ethical ideal, I wanted to focus primarily 

on how dialogue with a given reading, in conjunction with the teacher’s comments, 

influences the content of their ethical ideal, a vision of their better or best self as 

prospective teachers. 

 

THE THEMES ABOUT CARING RELATIONSHIPS ENACTED IN CMC 

In the following, I present seven themes that emerged from my analysis of the 

TeachNet postings, interviews, and classroom observation. The structure of the seven 

themes can be seen as a sequence from dialogic involvement in class readings while 

responding to them, dialogic encounters between individual students and their teacher 
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that become caring encounters, and finally what went on in caring relationships between 

students and their teacher such as authoring themselves as teachers while building their 

ethical ideal. However, this sequence and arrangement of the themes was generated only 

for description purposes. Rather, the phenomena described in the seven themes can take 

place simultaneously. Dynamic relationships among the themes were assumed to be 

constructed and reconstructed at each moment through the dialogue between students and 

the teacher with their trust in each other formed from the interaction between their 

expectations and the reality they experienced in the cohort.  

 

Theme 1: The Dialogic Nature of Messages in CMC: A Pre-Condition for the 
Development of Caring Relationships 

Although the main purpose of TeachNet postings was to provide the evidence of 

having read and responded to the weekly assigned reading, the nature of reading or 

responding itself seemed to trigger a variety of dialogues with others’ words such as the 

authors of the readings, other classmates, and their teacher and also encouraged them to 

look back on their past or forward to their future life. As Bakhtin (1981) stated, the 

concept of dialogue does not necessarily require actual interactions among individuals 

but characterizes every message. We are not only interacting with others when using 

language, we are also using others’ words to represent our own meaning.  

Likewise, in this study, when borrowing words from their classmates or the 

authors of their assigned readings, students adapted others’ words to their own intention, 

their own accent, making them their own words to construct their own meaning, even as 

they anticipated their teacher’s response to their postings. It shows that verbal 

performance, whether oral or written, is always a response in some way to previous 

performances and, in turn, calls forth a response from others, which characterizes the 
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term addressivity (Volosinov, 1973). It also shows the responsible state of the self in 

dialogue, answerability, in that, in order to understand the authors’ utterances, a student 

oriented him or herself with respect to those utterances by laying down his or her own 

answering words (Volosinov, 1973) 

In what follows, I provide three ways by which students entered into dialogue in 

reading and responding to class readings: dialogue with others’ words, dialogue between 

the readings and their lives, and dialogue with the author of the reading as an author. By 

doing this, I want to show how actively involved the students were in different dialogues 

even in responding to a particular reading, and how their active dialogic involvement in 

their response to readings could be a basic foundation for a later dialogic, even a caring 

encounter with their teacher. 

Dialogue with the Words of Others (Teacher, Peers, and the Authors of the Readings) 

By using others’ words, either those from their assigned authors or from the 

teacher or other class members, the students came to construct their own meaning of the 

issues discussed in their assigned readings.  

Cecilia, from reading several articles about the meaning of literacy, struggled with 

building her own definition of literacy. While responding to Literacy and Three 

Metaphors by Scribner (1984), she positioned herself in terms of grasping the meaning of 

literacy, saying “Although I have not come up with an idea of literacy, the formulation of 

any definition would include elements of all three metaphors [introduced in the reading].” 

However, while responding to Literacy and Schooling by Langer (1991) later, she found 

herself incorporating what she had read into her own definition of literacy. Her essay 

revealed that she had been “confused about the definition of literacy,” and “unable to 

form a concrete idea of its meaning.” But, as she read Literacy and Schooling, she began 

to see what she was looking for in her own definition, which was that “it [the definition 
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of literacy] varies depending on the society involved.” Appreciating this possible 

variation, she was “relieved to read that, ‘within a given society, several literacies can be 

valued, supported, and taught, in response to the needs of the various subcultures to 

which individual members belong or wish to belong.’” 

In addition to responding to the published authors of class readings, students 

appropriated the words of classmates as they made their CMC postings. In a description 

of how she had come to believe that “stories play a part in everyone’s lives, young and 

old. It is how we can relate to others, to convey differing backgrounds and events to one 

another, and to enrich our lives,” Edith referred to the words of her classmate, writing,  

 

From: Edith / Subject: Stories Acting Together / To: Community Lit. 
Monday, February 16, 2004 8:47:32 PM 

….. Nancy had a very good point when she mentioned “Jesus used stories to 
convey messages in a more prominent way - a way that people could relate. When 
teaching, I should utilize this info and sometimes tell a captivating story with a 
related agenda underneath.” I especially like the fact that she relates Jesus' 
teaching to the crowd to whom he was talking to a wonderful way of reaching our 
students once we are teachers. It is very important to remember who our audience 
is and how we can best reach them. If we can find different methods of reaching 
our students, they will be better equipped to learn. 

Finally, the students were reminded of what their teacher had said in the 

classroom when reading a given class reading. Temi, appreciating children’s self-

monitoring their reading explicated in the reading, was able to understand better what 

Paul had said in the classroom, “let them [children] feel like they are in control,” by 

incorporating the author’s words into her own understanding.  

From: Temi / Subject: Windows into Literacy / To: Read Asses & Dev / 
Tuesday, February 17, 2004 9:18:12 PM 

……When students can see their own progress, their self-esteem increases, along 
with their confidence that they are—or can be—proficient readers and writers.” 
(22) Honestly, I had never thought about having a student give himself/herself a 
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self-evaluation on anything other than their behavior. What a wonderful concept. 
As we are working with the children at Becker with their reading, Paul has always 
stressed to us to let them feel like they are in control. By allowing children to self-
asses, they can feel like they are part of the process, like they have a great 
responsibility, and therefore, putting them into control of their development as a 
reader. 

Dialogue between the Readings and the Lives of Students 

As mentioned briefly above, students, while reading and responding to a class 

reading, actively engaged in relating the reading to their past, current, or even future 

lives. Above all, they revealed their enjoyment when they could relate the reading to their 

lives, as Cecilia said in one of her postings:  

From: Cecilia / Subject: Role of the Reader's Schema / To: Read Asses & Dev / 
Wednesday, April 14, 2004 6:34:51 PM 

….. I really enjoyed the article, as I could relate to my own classroom 
experiences, both in college courses and field experiences, and found that I can 
bring these new ideas with me into my teaching career.  

This enjoyment led them to engage in reading and responding actively such as in Nora’s 

posting to Literacy and Schooling, “Like others in our class, this article really made me 

think about my schools before I came to UT."  

In one of Lily’s postings, we can see how much she could relate the reading to her 

past education as a second language learner with emotional involvement. 

From: Lily / Subject: Challenging Venerable Assumptions / To: Community Lit. / 
Sunday, February 22, 2004 3:25:04 PM 

I really enjoyed this article. It reminded me so much of my first years in school. I 
was told to only speak English and we spent hours learning English so I could 
succeed in school. I wish some of my teachers had read this article. School 
districts and teachers have changed their policies from skill-based instruction and 
have adopted a whole language approach of teaching. The problem is that the new 
approach to teaching has worked well for the middle-class white students but not 
for minority students. Reyes lists four assumptions that have contributed to the 
failure of the new approach with minority students. 
Assumption One: English is the only legitimate medium for learning instruction. 
"Despite the presence of linguistically diverse learners, other languages have been 
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treated as insignificant in the teaching equation." I had a teacher in 4th grade that 
was from Hong Kong. He was the first teacher that really was interested in my 
culture and incorporated my first language into the class. We also had kids in the 
class that were from Japan and a girl from France. Mr. Wong allowed use to teach 
the other students in the class some word and phrases from our languages. Mr. 
Wong also taught us how to write our names in Chinese. One day we also 
celebrated Oktoberfest. It was a wonderful experience being able to teach the 
class my culture and also learning about other cultures. Mr. Wong was the first 
teacher to really care that I was German.  
Assumption Two: Linguistic minorities must be immersed in English as quickly 
as possible if they are to succeed in school. When I first started school it was so 
difficult, frustrating, and scary. I was thrown into a class where I was unable to 
communicate with anyone. My first teacher really understood and worked really 
hard to spend extra time with me so I could learn English quickly. I can remember 
being really frustrated spending so much time learning English. My parents were 
told that they should only speak English with me so I would practice at home. It 
was a very frustrating time but I was able to catch on quickly.  
I am sometimes really jealous of the kids in my class at Allen. They are able to go 
to school and speak their first language. They are able to speak in English or 
Spanish. I was only allowed to speak in English. 
Assumption Three: A "one size fits all" approach is good for all students. In many 
of my classes I did not understand what was going on but the teacher used the 
same teaching approach with me as he or she did with the other students. In many 
of my classes I was not responding well. Many of the teaching approaches were 
not appropriate for me. If I was not responding it was not because of the teaching 
it was because I was not learning and no modifications were made. Each student 
is different and a teacher needs to understand that if a child is not responding and 
make modifications for the student. Changes need to be made it meet the needs of 
every child in the classroom. 
Assumption Four: Error correction in process instruction hampers learning. This 
was really helpful as a future teacher. I have learned that we should not fully 
correct the mistakes that kids make. For example the journal entries mentioned. 
We should correct the students by making a comment with the correct spelling or 
wording. It is now clear to me that some kids of different backgrounds will need 
to be more aware of their mistakes. Some may need to have a word correctly 
spelled over the incorrect spelling so they can fully see and learn from mistakes. I 
think I would have made these mistakes with my students if I hadn't read this 
because I have learned that we should not correct students. As a teacher I will 
have to find a balance between correcting students while not making it the most 
crucial so kids don't worry about making mistakes. If they worry too much about 
making mistakes they will no longer enjoy writing.  
I will give this article a 1 because I think it is very crucial for future teachers. It is 
so frustrating that there are teachers that don't change their teaching approaches to 
meet the needs of their students. This article is so informative and I was able to 
relate and learn from it. 
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Lily not only revisited and reinterpreted her past experiences as a second language 

learner but also positioned herself as a future teacher when thinking about how to correct 

errors of students. Finally, Lily ended the posting by saying “This article is so 

informative and I was able to relate and learn from it.”  

Students frequently pictured their own future classroom with the issues dealt with 

in the readings. Responding to Life as Narrative (Bruner, 1987), Nancy pictured what she 

would do with her students in her own classroom with the new knowledge gained from 

the reading, saying,  

From: Nancy / Subject: LifeNarrative / To: Community Lit. / 
Monday, February 09, 2004 4:08:05 PM 

……..Just through this short study, I realized that every day in my future 
classroom I will have children describing themselves and their lives. I will note 
the way in which they speak and the words they use, and it will be a great (or 
maybe not so great) indicator into the way they structure experience. 

The dialogue with assigned readings seemed to contribute to students’ realization 

of the importance of what they were doing as classroom activities, and their identification 

of themselves as future teachers, not just preservice teachers. 

Dialogue with the words of the authors often helped students see the meaning of 

particular interactions with children in their current student teaching, tutoring, or projects 

required for the class from the perspectives of the authors of the readings, leading them to 

appreciate what they had been doing as class activities. Carol, becoming very interested 

in the issues of how to test emergent readers dealt in the reading, Informal Assessment 

(Teale, 1990), was able to illuminate what the quote of the author meant to her by using 

her experiences with an emergent reader and her mother. 

From: Carol / Subject: Informal Assessment / To: Read Asses & Dev / 
Wednesday, March 03, 2004 6:28:52 PM 

…..“Thus emergent literacy should not be regarded as merely precursor to real 
reading and writing or simply as a pseudoform of reading and writing that will be 
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replaced by real reading and writing later on. Rather, emergent literacy is 
legitimate reading and writing even though it is, in several respects, unlike the 
reading and writing of adults or even of older children who are conventionally 
literate.” I really can relate some experiences with other children and their parents 
with this quote. The child I am doing my emergent reader project with seems to 
be negative about her writing abilities. At almost four, she shys away from 
writing words, rather when I asked her to write everything she knew, she would 
draw a picture. So, I took that as writing and asked her if she could write in words 
what the picture was, so I could remember later. She said, “I don’t’ know how to 
write real stuff.” I tried to comfort her and coax her into it by praising her 
scribbling and telling her how good of a writer she was. I later found out where 
this insecurity was stemming from. When her mom later saw us ‘labeling the 
room’ with sticky notes (after I did quite a few of the words, she begged to do it 
herself), this young girl was mimicking what I was doing (she would say random 
letters like ‘t, r, f, pillbug’ and ‘Carol, come close so you can see what I’m 
writing.’ Well, when she would do things like “t, l, s, ‘fridgerator,” her mom 
laughed and rolled her eyes. She said, “Is it okay that she’s doing that?” I said, 
“What?” She said, “She’s not really writing it.” So then I had to kindly suggest 
that it was fine and that actually she was writing. So, that long explanation was 
because over and over I have read or heard people call children’s work ‘pretend’ 
writing or ‘pretend’ reading, but I think it is totally the opposite—it is writing and 
reading, just in a unconventional form……….  

The readings that they could relate to their work with children in tutoring and student 

teaching seemed to make them excited and anticipate their future work. As Allison said 

in her response to Stepping into Characters (Roger, et al., 2003), “The article made me 

excited to work more on our own Reader’s Theatre during tutoring. I am also looking 

forward to watching my Pre-K class’s experiences,” reading and responding to the class 

readings enriched their experiences with the words of the authors and led to expect their 

future work with children. 

Dialogue with the Author of the Reading as an Author 

As implied before, students in this study did not passively read and respond to the 

readings. Rather, they took on an active role, sometimes very emotionally involved, in 

processing or negotiating the meaning in the readings. Interestingly, even in selecting 

which reading out of the two selections they were going to respond to, there seemed to be 
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an active dialogue between what they anticipated to be involved in responding and what 

the author of the reading had said. Grace in one of her postings began: 

From: Grace / Subject: Validity and reliability in reading assessment / To: Read 
Asses & Dev /Tuesday, February 24, 2004 11:34:58 PM 

I can honestly say I avoided writing about this article the first time around 
because it was a very meaty piece. There were many things covered that I had 
never considered or questioned………  

Her posting showed that even in choosing to which article to respond, the students went 

through some decision making process about how much an article would involve and 

how much it was “doable” for responding. 

Most of the time, students began a posting with expressive or evaluative words 

revealing their feelings about the readings, such as “I really enjoyed this article” or “This 

was a very good article in that...” They found themselves impressed by the points the 

reading made or by specific examples that seemed to reflect the reality very well. 

Sometimes they listed in what way a given reading worked for them and further 

suggested alternatives for writing. For example, in responding to Once Upon A Time 

(Ermis, 1996), Allison, taking on the stance of an author, felt the author had done a good 

job of describing what she thought was not a very successful writing.  

From: Allison / Subject: Once Apon A Time / To: Community Lit. 
Tuesday, April 06, 2004 7:50:46 PM 

I found Shirley Ermis’s article concerning early literacy and families interesting 
and enjoyable to read. I felt as though she successfully conveyed her thoughts and 
ideas in a concise manner, which made the article easier to follow. Often, authors 
start to ramble instead of simply making their point, but this was not the case with 
Ermis. I also felt as though Ermis did a wonderful job of expressing the resources 
and solutions available to promote early literacy to the families, rather than just 
complain about the problem. I really feel as though articles are more useful and 
helpful when they state the problem along with solutions or alternatives. Just 
finding the problem is not doing anything unless you are willing to find the 
answer.  
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She had a definite opinion about what an article would look like to be successful, that is, 

“articles are more useful and helpful when they state the problem along with solutions or 

alternatives.” 

And also, students did not simply follow what was written in a given reading. 

Rather they entered into reading and responding with certain expectations, as stated by 

Jody in her posting: 

From: Jody / Subject: A Comparison of Instructional Contexts in Writing 
Processes / To: Community Lit. /Monday, May 03, 2004 6:21:46 PM 

I was really excited to read this article about the writing process. Writing has been 
one area that I have always felt the least amount of confidence in. I always 
questioned the techniques used to teaching writing in school because I have never 
fully had a firm grasp on it. It is one area that I am worried about teaching, 
because I question the things that I was taught. I was hoping that I would find 
some useful techniques and observations in this article that can be applied to all 
students not just specifically the Latino Children…….  

With this kind of expectation, students actively searched for useful information or 

valuable insights, further evaluating the work of the author. Although it was not frequent, 

students began some of their messages by stating their strong disagreement with the 

author. For example, Diane expressed her negative feeling about the reading in the very 

first sentence of her message and followed this path until the end of her message. 

From: Diane / Subject: literacy from stupidification / To: Community Lit. 
Tuesday, May 04, 2004 11:31:07 AM 

I'll start off by saying I did not enjoy this article. This article seemed out of place 
for us to be reading, and failed to make the connection to illiteracy that it was 
trying to make. The author's tone really turned me off, and seemed to want to 
write this article to show off his knowledge of biased information with no facts to 
back up his points. He makes many statements regarding the government, and he 
obviously is not conservative. The author seems to blame every failure in 
America's history on either white people or Republicans…..  
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Summary 

As my analysis revealed, students’ responses to a class reading seemed formed 

within interactions between their past or ongoing experiences or beliefs and the assigned 

reading, which allowed them to re-interpret their previous, present, and future life, most 

importantly, to reveal themselves to the teacher. Sometimes students responded to the 

author of the reading as an author in that they had their own opinions about styles or 

structures of the readings, suggesting alternatives. This indicates that students were not 

simply doing their TeachNet postings as a class assignment. Rather they entered into such 

dialogues with a sense of answerability, one obligating them to put their answering words 

on others’ words (Bakhtin, 1990).  

These frequent negotiations of meaning in building the students’ own 

understanding and finding their identity as future teachers with answerability seemed also 

to illustrate Bakhtin’s overarching construct of intertexuality, how any concrete utterance 

is “a link in the chain of speech of communication of a particular sphere” (Bakhtin, 1986, 

p. 9). Thus, in their very postings, the preservice teachers in Paul’s cohort were showing 

how their words reflected a dialogue they were creating, first with the authors of the 

assigned readings as authors, then with their fellow classmates, and finally with their 

teacher. Especially the words of their teacher from in-class interactions or students’ 

anticipation of the teacher’s reaction to their postings seemed to shape how they wrote 

their responses to class readings. 

Interestingly, I came to see that the dialogical echoes represented in each posting 

were important in triggering the teacher’s response, acting as foundation for the 

cumulative effect of student-teacher interactions that eventually might develop into a 

caring relationship. As Paul said in the second interview, when he did not find any 

personal connections from Debora to a given reading in her posting, he confessed: 
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I’m always looking for places where she’ll let me in and she doesn’t tend 
to...generally I don’t have anything to say about this other than it’s the kind of 
response that I might at some point go back and say, you know, make it more 
personal. (Paul, 4/15/04, the second interview) 

The extent to which each message contained dialogic interactions between students’ lives 

and a given reading allowed Paul to enter into a dialogic encounter with the students. For 

the part of the students, as well, how much they felt they were able to connect themselves 

to the reading, although it depended very much on the nature of each reading, influenced 

whether they anticipated Paul’s response to their postings, evidencing the nature of 

addressivity in their writing.  

I would think maybe a few where I really connected to the articles but not some 
articles I don’t connect to at all. If I really connect it’s only been like 3 or 4 that I 
really connected to. Then I like wait and I’m waiting for what he has to say about 
that. (Michelle, 4/8/04, the second interview) 

From Paul’s and Michelle’s words, students’ dialogic involvement with class readings 

seemed to invite them as well as Paul to get in and join a dialogic encounter within the 

TeachNet space, which could develop itself into a caring encounter. 

As seen so far, the essence of Theme 1 is that by how they wrote, the students 

revealed who they were, how they were thinking, what they were feeling, and whether 

they would allow their teacher into the dialogue they were engaging with course 

concepts. 

 

Theme 2: CMC Can Be a Place for a Dialogic Encounter between Teacher and 
Student 

As alluded to in the discussion of Theme 1, the dialogic nature of a message can 

invite others to come into contact with the meaning of the composer. The life of an 

utterance does not end with a message as uttered. Rather, it becomes an object of 

interpretation, support, and further development for others. As the semester progressed, 
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the participants in this study felt that they were meeting each other when they were 

reading CMC responses. Even though they were not physically in the presence of their 

teacher, students were able to feel that he was there through his comments on TeachNet. 

The teacher also met each individual student through their postings and came to know 

them.  

In this theme, I describe CMC as a place in which one-on-one interactions 

between individual students and their teacher can take place, and how students and their 

teacher came to know each other through CMC, so that they could enter into a dialogic 

encounter, one that had potential for developing into a caring encounter. However, there 

were also moments when students and the teacher did not develop an understanding of 

each other through TeachNet interactions. 

One-on-one Interactions between Student and Teacher  

Students said they could have one-on-one interactions with the teacher in the 

TeachNet space, interactions that would not have been as easily developed in class. In the 

first interview, several students mentioned about this aspect of TeachNet activities. 

It brings in the whole uh, individual attention, which is really awesome. It’s just, 
it’s so small and I don’t think we’d be able to do it otherwise with a larger 
classroom but yeah, they are all individualized and nothing is predetermined. 
(Beth, 03/10/04, the first interview) 

I mean, he asks a lot. Like, you know, how are you feeling? He responds to each 
one of our TeachNet which he could easily just pass off to one of the TAs but he 
responds to each one as well, which a lot of other professors just feel like oh, your 
TA will work with you. And so it’s, I mean, that’s a lot more one-on-one and he 
actually makes it personal. Each one like it’s not like a generic response. (Monica, 
03/09/2004, the first interview) 

I just feel like it’s more well, it’s obviously it’s more personal when it’s on 
TeachNet almost even though that sounds backwards because he’s focusing just 
on what you had to say whereas in class we’re in a group of 25 of us and so he 
doesn’t address every personal opinion and thought. So I think that’s where 
TeachNet helps. (Nora, 03/02/04, the first interview) 
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By receiving Paul’s comments, students felt they had individual attention from him, 

which made them perceive the TeachNet space as personal.  

Paul also wanted to make the TeachNet a place where he could get inside their 

thoughts.  

….my responses to them are, first of all, what I want to let them know is I’m 
reading and reading what they are writing. And, so, most of my responses are just 
what I would probably say if I was sitting with them in terms of either interjecting 
comments or asking questions, umm, along the lines of, you know, pursuing their 
lines of thought with a particular piece…. (Paul, 2/23/04, the first interview) 

His approach to students’ posting, that is, sitting and thinking with them while 

responding, seemed to make his TeachNet comments more personal. However, although 

the TeachNet space provided increased opportunities for one-on-one interactions between 

students and the teacher, students did not always feel connected to Paul through his 

TeachNet comments, as discussed later. 

Student Gets to Know Their Teacher 

As students frequently said in the first interview, CMC seemed to increase the 

opportunities to interact with and know each other. Although students did not all agree 

that they came to know the teacher personally through CMC, they seemed to get some 

clues from his TeachNet comments about what he was excited about, what he wanted 

them to do in the three-semester sequence, what his opinions or thoughts about a 

particular issue were, how knowledgeable and experienced he was, and so on. One of 

students, Grace, stated in the first interview: 

Minseong: Do you think you will be able to know him just through the words and 
comments through TeachNet? 
Grace: No, I think uh, I think that’s only part of knowing him. I think that’s the 
part of knowing him of what he thinks of most. You know, what direction he 
wants? What he’s thinking? That’s his kind of thought process. But I think the 
other part of getting to know him is just by being around him in class….So you 
can and you know what he chews onto and you know, when you definitely get to 
know him, in a sense of what he’s looking for and what excites him when we do 
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something good. Or, so I think that his responding to TeachNet definitely helps 
each student get closer to him and get to know him better. (Grace, 3/4/04, the first 
interview) 

Although the beginning of her comment seemed to reveal that she thought she would not 

be able to know the teacher in CMC, as she responded to my question, she seemed, I 

think, to begin to realize that CMC would help her get to know Paul better. 

Most of Paul’s comments to students’ postings were brief, short, and to the point. 

However, sometimes, he revealed his personal stories in his comments. [Paul had the 

habit of responding to students simply by copying their message and inserting comments 

directly between the lines of their original message. In the examples that follow, Paul’s 

responses appear in bold italic font inserted within and after each student posting.] 

From: Paul Jones/ Re: Literacy and Schooling / To: Community Lit. 
Monday, February 16, 2004 9:02:29 PM 

Jody writes: 
While I was reading this article, all the horrible learning experiences that I had 
ever had seemed to be popping up in my head one after another. oh no . . In the 
section of the article where she gave details of what teachers SHOULD do I was 
forced to remember all of my teachers that did not do this! I remember one of my 
college professors that taught a physiology and anatomy course (I started out as a 
nursing major, but then I found my path to teaching :) ). We were evaluated from 
4 tests that were each about 10 questions that covered an entire 400 page book. 
These were never discussion questions but one word or one sentence. I never 
quite understood how she would ever know if I had really learned anything but 
those 40 questions. that seems to be a real misunderstanding of nursing . . (my 
daughter is in nursing school). ….. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Examining the Literacy Perceptions of Non-Reading 
Parents / To: Community Lit. / Tuesday, March 23, 2004 12:13:03 PM 

Susan writes: 
Second, when the author states that some parent's beyond thinking it was the 
school's sole responsiblity to teach their children reading, was the eye-opening 
thought, that some parent's consider homework/reading "robbing" children of 
their childhood. I don't think this is widespread . . actually I think it's a 
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positiioin you would find among middle-class parents . .toooo much stupid 
homework (I'm in this group)…. 

As he showed his empathy with Jody and Susan, triggered by their postings, Paul 

happened to write about his daughter and how he had reacted to too much homework as a 

parent. 

Students also could sense from what Paul wrote in response to their messages 

how seriously he took his teaching. For example, Paul wrote the following in response to 

Allison: 

From: Paul Jones / Subject: Re: Learning to Read is Natural /To: Read Asses & 
Dev / Thursday, January 29, 2004 7:22:45 AM 

Allison writes: 
…I believe that many people often make the mistake of grouping oral and written 
language together. It is obvious that these two skills develop together and support 
each other and we as teachers should remember this fact while guiding our 
students in their development. careful about what we consider as obvious . . the 
obvious (what we think makes good sense) is often worth digging into deeply to 
examine how the obvious might be more complex than we thought.  

The teacher’s focus on the word obvious told Allison that “he reads each and every 

sentence and thinks about what we said,” which in turn allowed her to draw a certain 

image of her teacher. Paul’s picking up on such a detail seemed to reveal a significant 

aspect of himself to another student, Michelle:  

From: Paul Jones / Re: Learning to Read is Natural / To: Read Asses & Dev / 
Thursday, January 29, 2004 7:18:30 AM 

Michelle writes:  
……….I nanny for a five year old, and on fridays, oh my . . . a child for your 
emergent literacy project he comes home with his take home folder ready to 
show me his work for the week. It usually includes small beginner reading 
packets. And he loves to show me that he can read them. But to me it just looks 
like he has memorized the words that the class learned that week (why "just"?). 
So I wonder, is that reading. Just seeing a word, recognizing it from memory. This 
article led me to believe that it is….  
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His reaction to the word just, the one slipped in by Michelle without much thought, 

showed how he read students’ postings and what was important to him. Even though 

Paul’s comment consisted of only two words, “why just?,” for Michelle, it told her that 

the issue being discussed was significant to him at the level of “his whole focus of his 

life,” which led her to pay attention to what she was writing.  

You know, when I read that, I was kind of thinking like, oh, you know, when you 
say words you don’t mean it, or you say ‘only’ or ‘just.’ You know, you don’t 
mean it, it’s so small, but yeah, definitely that made me rethink, like, ‘oh.’ I mean, 
because I guess we were talking about emergent reading. How, like, even though, 
even though they’re just recognizing the McDonald’s sign, it’s still a step of 
reading. And I [wrote] ‘just’ and that’s, like, his whole focus of his life. I mean, 
he’s, like, ‘just?’ You know, so that definitely made me look. Oh, I shouldn’t. 
Yeah, he really, really pays attention to what we’re writing and really, uh, digs 
into it. (Michelle, 3/11/04, the first interview) 

He always says that. Every time I say like a word I mean it so loosely and he’s 
like, “are you sure you want to use that word?” So he’ll always like we had three 
or four where he does that. So, for Paul, I have to make sure to like use my words 
very carefully. (Michelle, 4/8/04, the second interview)  

Not only students, but also the teacher, Paul, was actively engaged in reading and 

responding to students’ postings with emotional moves. From reading his comments, 

students seemed to feel as if “he was not afraid to express his opinion at all.”  

From: Paul Jones / Re: Reading Is Unnatural / To: Read Asses & Dev / 
Wednesday, February 11, 2004 3:55:51 PM 

Melinda writes: 
This article is an explanation of why reading is unnatural. The authors believe this 
to be the case because of the fact that so many first graders and beyond struggle 
tremendously with learning to read (evidenced by their test scores). what does it 
mean to struggle? . . do you think learning to talk is unnatural because some 
kids don't learn as well as others?  
Puzzles -  
I guess nothing in particular puzzles me about the article. It was just very long and 
confusing to read with all the big words in it. It seemed to me that a lot of 
explanation went into what boiled down to something simple in laymen terms. . . 
hmmm . . simple . . I worry about simple. do the two articles fit for you . . can it 
(reading) be both natural and unatural?.... 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

From: Paul Jones / Re: The Role of Decoding / To: Read Asses & Dev / 
Thursday, March 25, 2004 7:18:06 AM 

Kathy writes: 
…….."Phonemic awareness is probably the most "unnatural" prerequisite skill. 
The realization that words are composed of sequences of meaningless sounds (i.e. 
phonemes) that can be independantly manipulated (as in Pig Latin) is not 
necessary for understanding or producing speech (141)." This quote caught my 
eye because after taking linguistics and re-learning to break words down into 
phonemes I remembered how frustrating this process can be. but I really hate the 
choice of the word unnatural . . I felt like I had to go back to the beginning of 
sounding out words and use different letters to spell out words. The word 
"unnatural" best described my feelings in the class. aren't there other words than 
unnatural . . uneasy . . uncomfortable (the kinds of feelings that come with 
major learnings) …. 

From the above comments of Paul, students were able to be aware that he did not agree 

with the perspective of “reading is unnatural.” This issue was also brought into the 

classroom. With TeachNet comments and the classroom discussion, students came to 

realize “he definitely had an opinion that he wanted to get across to us. And even though 

we are welcome to our opinions there, he wanted to teach us what he believes” (Ann, 

3/03/04, the first interview).  

Furthermore, students’ awareness of what he was excited about seemed to grow 

through CMC. As Paul had said in the first interview  as earlier, from the TeachNet 

postings, he expected the students to be connecting a class reading to previous readings, 

relating to what they were doing, and imagining their own future classroom. Whenever 

he came across what he expected from TeachNet postings, he would put words 

expressing his excitement between students’ words.  

From: Paul Jones/ Re: Literacy and Schooling / To: Community Lit. 
Monday, February 16, 2004 9:02:29 PM 

Jody writes: 
……..I really enjoyed reading about the sociocognitive view. I found my self 
making notes about how I will apply this in my classroom. When Langer says, 
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"..they [the students] learn such rules in the process of ineracting with others to 
complete tasks in meaningful and functional situations," she hits right at home 
with my growing beliefs of how I want my classroom to be. I think that if what 
we are teaching our students can not be applied or worked out in meaningful and 
functional situations, then we are not doing our job as their teacher. great . . this 
act of imaging your own clasroom is right where you should be in everything 
you do  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Making Dialogue Dialogic / To: Community Lit. 
Monday, March 08, 2004 9:11:22 PM 

Allison writes: 
Dianne Fallon's article really draws the reader into the world of adult literacy. 
Through her personal stories and examples of journal entries from adult students 
the reader is able to relate to and understand the process of making dialogue 
dialogic. I was not only able to relate this article with my own personal 
experiences, but I was also able to relate it to my interactions in the Pre-K class 
that I am observing and La Esperanza. perfect trifecta! ….. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Life as Narrative / To: Community Lit. 
Monday, February 09, 2004 10:16:35 PM 

Nora writes: 
Jerome Bruner focused this article on that self-narratives of 4 members of a 
family. He pointed out that among all 4 stories, place was a central theme. Bruner 
writes that "place is crucial and it shapes and constrains the stories that are told or, 
indeeed, could be told. Place is not simply a piece of geography...it is an intricate 
construct, whose language dominates the thought of our four narrators." This 
reminded me of our discussion of Paolo Frierre-OH MY!!! BONUS POINTS . . 
but really . . right on …. 

His excitement with students’ connection to other readings or their class activities and 

with imagining their classroom also served to validate their work and reassure students 

that they were on the right track.  

And also, through his TeachNet comments, he revealed what students were going 

to do in the course later on in the program such as “We are moving into this topic over 

the next couple of weeks. This article provides a base for us to start,” or “Let's talk. That's 



 107

a part of the content of this article that I want to challenge.” What students felt when Paul 

let them know about what they were going to do was described very well in Ruth’s 

reaction to Paul’s comments to one of her responses.  

From: Paul Jones /Re: Literacy and Schooling/ To: Community Lit. 
Monday, February 16, 2004 8:37:40 PM 

Ruth writes: 
……“Although notions and uses of literacy vary among cultural groups, they also 
change within groups across time,” (12).This quote made me think about someone 
who was trying to learn English, or any other language. aha . . our topic for 
tomorrow . .  

Ruth, looking at Paul’s comment, vividly pictured him as if he were talking to her in the 

classroom.  

See, that just makes me think of Paul in class getting started and saying something 
and just standing there ready to surprise us. He didn’t, really, you know, go into it 
very much because we were going to talk about it the next day but I knew that I 
would be able to understand this quote and the reading and the topic better. (Ruth, 
3/05/04, the first interview) 

Because she believed Paul was going to talk about this topic at the next class meeting, 

Ruth could accept that his response was very short. Her interpretation of this comment 

was not limited to the words, “aha, our topic for tomorrow…” Rather, she was 

anticipating what would take place the next day, that her understanding of the topic 

would grow, thereby showing how her teacher’s words embedded between her own were 

shaping a part of her life. 

Teacher Gets to Know Students 

As students seemed to feel that they were meeting Paul from his responses to their 

postings in TeachNet, Paul also perceived CMC as a place where he came to know 

students. While students were trying to connect their reading to their prior knowledge or 

experiences, they could not help reveal knowledge they had gained from different courses 

they had taken before entering this cohort, experiences they had had with reading, and 
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what they had learned from all the activities set up by Paul, as illustrated in Theme 1. By 

reading and responding to their postings, Paul became familiar with their voice in their 

writing and could get to know each student as he stated in the first interview. 

One of the students [from another cohort he taught in the semester] wrote back 
and said, “I bet Jones knows who these messages are from even without looking 
at the names of them just because he’s become so familiar with our voice.” And 
that is generally true for most students, for most students. Now some stay 
protected, some are cautious, some are, some stick to, you know, but, but there are 
many that I, that I come to recognize and get to know through their 
writing…(Paul, 2/23/04, the first interview) 

Simply by reading each student’s responses, he could learn about a student’s background, 

whether academic, cultural, or personal, her or his perspective on teaching, and so on.  

However, Paul, as a teacher, could not help but read and respond to students’ 

postings with certain beliefs, opinions, or expectations, as one of the students, Ann, 

noticed, “He definitely had an opinion that he wanted to get across” to students. He even 

at least once as my data revealed, while responding to a student’s posting, did not connect 

the posting to its proper writer, the student, to whom he was responding. For example, 

when Paul responded to one of Goldy’s postings, he was not aware that he was 

responding to Goldy.  

From: Paul Jones / Re: Performance Assessments / To: Read Asses & Dev 
Monday, April 26, 2004 8:40:28 PM 

Goldy writes: 
……While this article was somewhat dry and insipid, insipid?? interesting word 
choice? it proved to be a good “starting point for the development of instructional 
assessments” (66). Though the information in this article was beneficial, it did not 
inspire me in new ways. It simply increased my awareness of using an integrated 
curriculum and thus, an integrated assessment. I would rate this article a 2. 

When he saw the word insipid, he thought the word was not an appropriate word to 

evaluate the reading but one that seemed to devalue the work of its author, John Guthrie, 
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whom Paul respected. My interview with him revealed that Paul did not even connect the 

posting to Goldy, its writer. 

Paul: Somebody wrote, called the article insipid. Who was it? 
Minseong: Goldy. Yeah, “insipid. Interesting words choice.”  
Paul: Oh, it was Goldy. God, I didn’t even, I didn’t even, you know, that’s funny. 
I didn’t react to that, as being Goldy. I don’t know. I was in a zone. I was just 
going and I don’t know why. I would have picked up on that. I’ll have to say 
something. Uh, I think that’s an interesting word choice because insipid… 
Minseong: What does it mean exactly?  
Paul: Almost trivial to me, I haven’t looked it up but usually if somebody says 
it’s insipid, it’s like bordering on stupid and simple and trivial and, uh, ignorant. I 
don’t know why I didn’t connect it to Goldy. When I came to that, I was, like, 
that’s an odd word. Particularly again John Guthrie’s a good friend. Uh, so I know 
him really well. I know how deeply he’s invested in all this stuff that we’re 
reading is but, I mean, I’ve said to several people that he has some books out now 
and this CORI model and it’s really good stuff… Uh, and also the responses to 
that article were very positive. (Paul, 4/27/04, the third interview) 

However, for Goldy, the word insipid did not have as negative connotations as for 

Paul. Rather, by using the word, she expressed that she was not impressed by the reading 

very much. 

Goldy: It was, yeah, it was a good article and I learned from it. It just, it wasn’t, 
too, I wasn’t as emotional after reading it as I am with other articles. Uh, I mean, 
it had good information. Good arguments and it was presented well but it was just 
a little bit bland. A little bit dry, like, it needed some spice to make it really 
persuasive, I guess. It was just, I mean, it was there and it was good but it wasn’t, 
it wasn’t powerful. To me, like, bland. 
Minseong: Uh-huh. But from this he seemed to interpret this word differently. 
Goldy: He was just, uh, I don’t know why he wrote that because dry and insipid 
can be somewhat interchangeable. But I guess just well, probably from his eyes, 
like, the article has such good information he probably couldn’t see why I thought 
it was insipid, but that’s what I thought. 

In this example, Paul could not be meeting Goldy in particular in her posting because his 

comments were not made to her but to “somebody.” Even more, this example showed 

that he read and responded to her posting with his own opinions and beliefs about the 

reading. Thereby, he did not seem to try to understand why she was not impressed by the 

reading. Rather, he said in the interview that he would have “picked up on” the use of the 
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word insipid. It was also reflected in Goldy’s words. She did not feel understood by Paul 

in terms of what she thought and felt about the reading. This shows that TeachNet 

interactions did not always guarantee the increased opportunities for students and the 

teacher to meet and know each other, but rather, sometimes, as with any language 

communication, caused some misunderstanding of each other.  

Summary 

From the examples above, CMC seemed to be a place where the students and the 

teacher could enter into a dialogic encounter, even if the degree of connecting with each 

other seemed to vary case by case, sometimes to the point that they failed to meet each 

other. For some students, the TeachNet environment seemed to allow for a sense of a 

one-on-one interaction with the teacher that the in-class meetings did not as easily foster. 

In line with Noddings (1984), a dialogic encounter, even in a textual exchange, can 

provide opportunities to feel what the other is feeling or thinking about a certain topic, 

what she called engrossment, one of the main characteristics of a caring person. With the 

possibility of meeting each other by reading and responding to each other’s comments, 

students could know their teacher, develop a connection to him, and feel not afraid to 

reveal themselves in their postings, and the teacher had the potential of entering into a 

caring relationship with each student as I will illustrate in Themes 4 and 5.  

However, a dialogic encounter in CMC did not always become a place where the 

teacher could engage with and develop a connection to a given student, especially when 

the teacher entered the CMC dialogue with what he wanted to hear and see based on his 

own opinions and beliefs and, sometimes, if not frequently, when the teacher did not 

connect a given posting to its writer. Thus, how the teacher entered a dialogic encounter 

seemed to foreshadow whether he could enact the state of engrossment and motivational 

displacement required to move the dialogic encounter into caring one. 
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Theme 3: Role of Trust to Enter into a Caring Encounter 

As we might assume, characteristics of individual students or the teacher of this 

cohort could not help but influence their experiences in the life of the cohort, especially, 

in dialogic interactions with others in this study. From a Bakhtinian perspective, values or 

beliefs that the participants brought into the cohort life constrained what they said and 

interpreted in CMC (Na, 2003).  

Above all, their expectations about the cohort, for both students and their teacher, 

played a very important role in building trust between them. The trust generated from the 

dialogue between their expectations and the reality they experienced seemed to be a 

mediating force on whether the students and the teacher entered into a caring encounter 

or not. Interestingly, even students’ trust in the use of CMC for their learning also had 

some influence on their way of entering into dialogic interaction in CMC. 

Dialogue with Their Image of Their Teacher Constructed outside of CMC Context  

Even before the first semester of the cohort program started, most of the students 

had had their own image of their teacher. Whether they chose on their own or were 

randomly assigned into the cohort, most of the students had heard of the fame of this 

cohort and of Paul, its leader, which was that, when they finished the program, they 

would be the most prepared teachers out of all the cohorts at the university. One of the 

students, Beth, mentioned how special she felt to be in the cohort in my interview with 

her. 

I do feel very lucky especially the praise Paul has received from other instructors. 
The praise the program itself has received… Our instructor to teach us how to use 
our Apple computers told us that we would be the best prepared out of all the 
cohorts. I mean, just little comments like that. Uh, it just really makes you feel 
special. (Beth, 3/10/04, the first interview) 



 112

With what had been said about the cohort and Paul, via different channels, students 

seemed to build particular expectations about the life in the cohort and their teacher, 

especially, in terms of how demanding the work in the cohort would be, and what Paul 

would be like as a teacher. 

These kinds of expectations seemed to be weaved into the way they interpreted 

what was going on in the cohort. For example, Cecilia, after having heard many 

wonderful things as well as how demanding Dr. Jones’ cohort would be from a girl who 

she had met in one of her previous courses, held very high expectations.  

Minseong: So did you already expect a lot of work? 
Cecilia: I knew it. I knew it coming in. (laughter) She, that girl, told me. She said, 
“Tell your boyfriend that you care about him but you’re not going to see him. Tell 
your friends that you’re thinking about them but you’re not going to see them.” 
Just be ready to just never have free time, so I knew but I figured it was worth it. I 
mean, to be able to graduate and not be terrified to go and have my own class 
so…. as far as my schedule goes and uh, and I would say that Dr. Jones knows 
what he’s doing. And I trust him and, like, in his decisions. Even though I don’t 
understand them sometimes. And, like, I kind of feel, like, hesitant to approach 
him sometimes, I, like, I trust what he’s doing. Mostly because I’ve talked to 
people that have gone through his cohort and are really excited and happy about 
it. And because, I don’t know, I just think he knows what he’s talking about and I 
respect him. (Cecilia, 3/10/04, the first interview) 

As expressed in the interview with Cecilia, as long as students could see forward to the 

expected outcome that the reality of the cohort life would lead, no matter how demanding 

their lives in the cohort were going to be, they seemed to value the experience they would 

have, building their trust in Paul in setting up all the program activities. Even when they 

did not understand the intentions of the teacher for certain things, they tried to trust him 

because they expected to be well prepared as future reading teachers under his guidance.  

This initial expectation of students about the cohort was continuously in the 

process of construction through their observation of and interactions with Paul, growing 

to be concrete and specific regarding their current and future teaching. As students began 
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to perceive how high his expectations about them were, especially about their actual 

interactions with their tutees, they could see his high expectation become their own 

determination to be successful as teachers for their current and future students. 

A lot of what he’s telling us to do with our students I can see him doing with us. 
Like, you know, “I want you to succeed. Set them up to succeed. Be successful. I 
don’t want them [your tutees] to fail.” I think he’s doing the same for us. Setting 
us up for success, and I think that’s awesome. (Edith, 4/01/04, the first interview) 

I know that my expectations are high. Just like his are for us. And uh, I just expect 
uh, he’s doing everything that I expect actually. Just being very understanding and 
uh, providing as much up to date information that he can. (Beth, 3/10/04, the first 
interview) 

Their trust in Paul constructed from accumulated observations and interactions 

with him also influenced how students interpreted his comments to their TeachNet 

postings. For example, Debora, a quiet student who rarely revealed herself, had a hard 

time understanding what Paul had meant by a particular comment, “Maybe Dr. Jones is 

wrong!! Maybe he made you read an article that told you to do it differently for a reason! 

Hmmmm” 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Using Think Alouds / To: Read Asses & Dev 
Wednesday, April 21, 2004 5:44:53 PM 

Debora writes: 
………One thing did puzzle me while I was reading the article: when we first 
talked about think-alouds last week in class, Dr. Jones mentioned that we should 
not ask our kids questions when we try this. But, from the examples in the article, 
that’s all the teachers did. Has it been found that questions are not as effective as 
thought when this article when written? Maybe Dr. Jones is wrong!! Maybe he 
made you read an article that told you to do it differently for a reason! hmmmm 

Right after she saw his comment, she was surprised because he sounded sarcastic to her 

in this comment. However, by having referred to her trust in him constructed from what 

she had observed and learned about him from various situations, she ended up with trying 

to encourage herself to take his words that could have been interpreted as sarcastic in a 

positive way. 
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I was surprised at the one at the bottom. I wasn’t exactly sure how to take that. I 
don’t know if he was being sarcastic or if he really meant what he was saying. So 
I didn’t know what to think. I was almost a little, I was kind of, offended when I 
read it so I’m like, are you yelling at me? But I don’t know. Or, so but it’s hard to 
tell with, you know, just typing but I don’t think he meant it in any, you know, 
criticizing way. But that’s initially that’s how I felt when I read it. I just didn’t 
exactly know what he meant. As far as I can’t tell if he was just being sarcastic in 
what he was saying or if uh, you know, if it meant to be critical. I don’t think it 
meant to be critical. I don’t know. I really didn’t know what to say but I’ve, you 
know, I’m OK with it now. Because I know I don’t think he means to criticize or 
anything like that. It was just kind of, you know, I think the comments are more a 
scaffold for us as far as what to think about when we’re writing…. Especially 
with what he’s commented before in the past, he’s never said anything like that 
before so I’m like, it’s OK. (Debora, 5/6/04, the fourth interview) 

However, even with the fame they had heard about the cohort and their teacher, 

for some students, it did not seem to be easy to build trust in him. For Tina, for example, 

because she was randomly assigned to the cohort and decided to stay in it, she did not 

start with strong passion or commitment to do all the work required for this cohort.  

Yeah. Well, since I wasn’t supposed to be in this cohort, like, and when I found 
out we had to do this tutoring and all this extra, like, I’m very scared about, like, 
graduating and having, actually being a teacher in your own classroom. So the 
reason I stayed in the cohort was because I felt it would give me more of a 
background and more of a, like, one foot in the door. (Tina, 3/8/04. the first 
interview) 

Rather, she grew to have some doubt of the reasons for doing certain class activities. 

I’ve just heard things that we’ll be doing next semester that sort of seem pointless 
but they’re like “Paul is very set in his ways. Like the way he wants to do things 
will get done.” And I don’t know. It will be interesting. I don’t think badly of him 
but I don’t know. Like sometimes it’s like, why are we doing this. I don’t see the 
point of doing this. (Tina, 3/8/04, the first interview) 

Even though she knew that Paul had “the ability to look at the situation and see how 

everything’s going,” she had questions about several things that he had done for the 

cohort. For example, she wondered about sharing time where students shared what they 

had done in tutoring on that day. 
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Tina: And it [the sharing time] gives you that help where, like, you can see how 
people creatively, like, did their poem or their joke and gives you your own ideas. 
That’s what I think the best part. 
Minseong: Right. What do you think about the way he deals with the sharing 
time? “Brag about your work” and then, sometimes he calls on somebody who did 
a good job. What do you think about that? 
Tina: I don’t know. Because sometimes I think it points out, like, the same people 
over again. And like, I know I’m quiet sometimes and I don’t like to share. I, like, 
I don’t feel comfortable in sharing unless I know like my idea’s 100% good. So I 
think sometimes when he calls on people it’s like calling on the same people. But, 
I mean, it gives them that reinforcement they’re doing a good job but at the same 
time it kind of gives other people like a negative reinforcement. Like, I just, like, 
when people, like, raise their hands and be, like, this is what I did and this is what 
I liked about it. Because then they’re, like, asking for the reinforcement. Like, I 
don’t ask for that reinforcement I, like, to stay quiet. (Tina, 3/8/04, the first 
interview) 

Having noticed the good part of the sharing time, however, she felt uncomfortable about 

how he reacted to students during the sharing time.  

In her interactions with Paul in the TeachNet space, Tina did not feel understood 

by or connected to him. In her response to Learning to Read is Natural (Goodman & 

Goodman, 1979), Paul questioned the use of a particular word make in his comment to 

her. 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Learning to Read is Natural / To: Read Asses & Dev/ 
Thursday, January 29, 2004 6:56:01 AM  
 
Tina writes: 
……“Readers in our society who are the readers who do read, as opposed to the 
readers who can read, use reading for all its varied purposes.” I found this quote 
important being as I was a reader who could read and now like to read. This is an 
important thing to know and to try and help the future to want to read not just 
because they can but because it opens their future. I know that had I read when I 
was growing up my vocabulary would be more extensive than it is now, as would 
my imagination. When I went to Dodson Elementary today I saw how Mrs. G 
made the students want to read . . . hmmm . . maybe this is not what she did 
(Goodman would say) . . you can't make them want to . . but you can create the 
conditions where they can . .and made it a luxury that they are trying to do.  
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When I asked her what she felt when she saw the comment shown above in her posting, 

first she described what she had observed from Mrs. G’s classroom where she was doing 

her student teaching, and then said, “I don’t agree with him…. He can think what he 

wants to think, and I can think what I want to think, which is totally fine.” 

As has been seen so far, for Tina, somehow, her expectations about the cohort or 

Paul did not appear to match with what was going on in the cohort. This conflict between 

her expectations and the reality in the cohort seemed to add difficulties for Tina in 

constructing a trusting relationship with her teacher at least at the time the first interview 

was conducted, which also influenced how she entered the TeachNet space. However, in 

the second interview with her, Tina told me that she “felt a little bit comfortable” in the 

classroom and “felt connected” to Paul, sometimes appreciating Paul, “I like Paul, I like 

Martha, and I like Heather, and everyone who comes and helps us. He’s a really good 

teacher.” However, in the final oral exam where she felt “intimidated” by Paul’s reaction 

to the word weird she had used to describe a Vietnamese song as illustrated in Theme 4, 

Tina turned back to feeling “uncomfortable” with him, seemingly losing part of the trust 

she had seemed to build during the semester. 

This example shows that students’ trust in the teacher was not always constant, 

but rather seemed to be undergoing a process of construction and reconstruction with 

negotiation on their expectations and the reality there were experiencing. 

Dialogue between Paul’s Past Experiences with Other Cohorts and the Current Cohort 

Just as students built their trust in him out of an ongoing dialogue with their 

expectations about him and reality, Paul also had his own way of using dialogue to 

construct his trust in the students. His perceptions about individual students seemed 

formed through interactions between his feelings or perceptions about students at each 
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moment and expectations constructed from his experiences with previous cohorts. When 

asked whether his experience with previous cohorts influenced him, he stated:  

I certainly don’t have it all, there’s always surprises. Thank God for surprises. But 
I think the rhythm of the program across the semesters is comfortable to me. I 
think I know the danger signs. I know the signs of people that are like uh, we’re 
going to have trouble in here when this gets because I’ve seen those. Uh, and you 
see the exceptional ones as well but, but yeah the experience of doing this a lot 
does allow me to look at a semester and say I know where we are. That’s why I 
feel so good with this group. I know where we are and I feel really, really, really 
good about 98% of the kids and where they’re at. (Paul, 6/17/04, the fourth 
interview)  

This ongoing force working on the perception of each student or his relationship 

with the student was evidenced by looking at how he approached each individual student. 

For example, Debora was perceived by Paul as not having her own voice in her writing, 

something he had emphasized very much about students’ responses. However, he said he 

was not worried about her because he knew she would develop across the three semesters 

they would stay together. 

I think she’s quiet but she’s strong. Uh, just don’t know her as well as others. 
…..I’ve seen her work with the adults and she’s good. Her work with her kids is 
wonderful so every part of the work that she does I have no apprehensions or 
questions at all but just personality wise, she’s, she’s quiet…..It [her writing] is 
very protective and surface. It’s a summary of what happened but I don’t see her. 
There’s, her voice isn’t anywhere until we get down to the end [of the one of 
Debora’s postings] . .. but I don’t worry about her at all. We’ll have a lot of time 
to get there and some just take and it often happens that way. It often happens that 
there are some kids that sort of stay in the background during the first semester 
and as they begin to get into a classroom situation [in the second semester], they 
come out a little bit more and they take on the personality of the classroom 
teacher and that becomes something else to engage with so, it gets more 
elaborated… (Paul, 4/15/04, the second interview) 

Looking at Debora, he did not just see the current situations, but, he looked forward to 

what would happen to Debora in the next two semesters. Due to his experiences with 

different types of students from the past, he could find something in Debora that told him, 

“don’t worry about her,” even though he could not exactly specify the reason. This shows 
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that, when he saw some possibility that his expectations about Debora based on his 

previous interactions with similar types of students would come true, he seemed to 

strengthen his trust in Debora, which made him patient for Debora to “come out a little 

bit more” in the next two semesters. 

However, his expectations constructed from his experiences with previous cohorts 

did not always make him anticipate a positive outcome. Sometimes his past experiences 

with students directed him to worry about a particular aspect of a student. For example, in 

the third interview, Paul perceived that Goldy did not put “deep investment” in her 

tutoring as much as she did to TeachNet postings. Even after the semester was over, he 

continued to show some worry about Goldy’s tutoring concerning the following 

semesters when students would do more intensive teaching practice than they did in the 

first semester. 

I don’t know what the explanations are for that but if you go in there [tutoring] 
and line up materials and writing and sort them out, Goldy’s not at the top of the 
stack. Uh, and yet if you go to TeachNet, you probably grab her and say, “This is 
someone who is such an active engaged, committed, focused, on down the line.” I 
don’t know. I don’t know why the difference. I don’t know what it predicts. I 
mean, I’ve got kids. I’ve got a kid in here who was three years ago who was 
probably one of the best posting persons I’ve ever had. I mean, just to this day 
people have done dissertations on her. She’s exceptional but in her work with kids 
it was always, like uh, would you mind. She’s still there. I mean, you’ve got a 
tutorial planned and all she’s off doing, I mean, she could be out on the sidewalk 
doing chalk walks or something. I mean, it’s just her. Uh, and she’s exceptional 
and wonderful and I love her but, uh, she marches to her own drum and 
sometimes I see that as Goldy’s going to march to her own drum. She’s going to 
find her own voice and space and I’m hopeful that it will be in a classroom. (Paul, 
6/17/04, the fourth interview) 

Connecting Goldy to one of his previous students who had been exceptional in her 

TeachNet postings but not very good at her tutoring, Paul seemed concerned that Goldy 

might be like his previous student who was not very great in her actual teaching with 

children. Here, Paul’s expectation regarding Goldy’s tutoring seemed to be constructed 



 119

from her excellence in her TeachNet postings. However, when the tutoring part of her 

work did not meet his expectations and at the same time, one example from his past 

experiences seemed to match Goldy’s case, Paul could not shake away his worry about 

her as he did in Debora’s case.  

Paul’s perception of each student, likewise, was under construction and 

reconstruction at each moment influenced by multiple resources such as his previous 

experiences or contacts with the student in class and in the TeachNet space as expressed 

in his words. 

I can’t separate all those things. I can’t separate them from each other. I mean, I 
can’t separate a response I read one week and then watch them for three weeks 
working with kids and then read another response. Those two things are tied 
together because I’ve seen them now and I know them, you know, I can’t imagine 
doing one without, I mean, I can’t imagine doing a course where all you do is read 
and respond. (Paul, 6/27/04, the fourth interview) 

Students’ Trust in CMC Activities 

Another interesting part of trust was whether or how much students put value on 

TeachNet postings. Although it was not directly related to their perception of Paul, 

whether students put trust in the TeachNet activities for their learning or building 

relationships with others seemed to influence the way they entered the TeachNet space 

and interpreted Paul’s comments. At the beginning of the semester, many students were 

nervous about how the TeachNet posting would be used either for grading or for 

participation in the discussion of reading, and about how their teacher would respond to 

their postings. However, two or three weeks later, students began to appreciate the 

function of TeachNet posting in their learning. It made them have to read and respond to 

one of two readings before class, although the due date for the posting was not always 

convenient for all students. And also students could share their thoughts about the reading 
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with other classmates and their teacher, which they thought was a great resource for their 

learning, as Debora said in the interview.  

I think it’s just because it’s, you know, I really take a lot of thought into the 
readings. And so that’s really affecting my postings because this is really, you 
know, I guess I can say I have really a passion for this now. And this is really 
what I want so that I can really relate to a lot of this stuff so I think that’s reflected 
in a lot of my postings… I’m glad we do it because it’s just a way to show that we 
connect with the text and posting. You know, we can share with one another and 
see what our understandings are so I think it’s really valuable. I think it’s a great 
resource for our learning. (Debora, 3/4/04, the first interview) 

Their time and effort and trust put in the TeachNet postings seemed to make them 

anticipate responses from their teacher or TAs. 

I check quite often to see if I have e-mails or to see if Paul or Heather or Martha 
have responded because I want to hear what they have to say about questions I’ve 
asked or just things I’ve written. Just I guess that kind of reassurance…. (Ruth, 
3/5/04, the first interview) 

However, there was at least one student, as my data revealed, whose trust in CMC 

activities did not develop very easily. Nancy did not value the TeachNet activities, or 

even any technology at all. Rather, she preferred to have activities involving face-to-face 

contacts. Because of her perception of the TeachNet activities, Paul’s comments did not 

matter much to her, compared to other students. 

Nancy: I really don’t like in this area [TeachNet] especially….read something and 
write about it continually. Uh, for myself maybe it’s just my lack of enthusiasm 
but I don’t really remember too much of what I write, you know. Because I kind 
of take, I kind of take this work as a grain of salt, you know, like what matters to 
me is like, you know, actually tutoring or actually experiencing something. You 
know, like reading and relating what I’ve read I just feel like I’ve done that all my 
life and so uh, I don’t know. I guess sometimes I’m a little apathetic towards it. 
Minseong: So you don’t put a lot of value?  
Nancy: No. (laughter)  
Minseong: No, how about his comments to you? 
Nancy: Not really… even if, you know, even if Paul wrote me and was like “this 
was terrible. I can’t believe you wrote this,” you know, like, I probably wouldn’t 
care as much if, like, what would matter is if he was with me while I was tutoring 
Erin and he said you shouldn’t have said that. Then that would have mattered to 
me so much more. Probably because we’re not face to face. You know, it’s so 
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much easier to uh, I don’t know make things less personal and it’s not personal. 
You know, like they’re not next to you. Passion does come once in a while but it’s 
like, it’s rare for me because I don’t, I don’t get totally passionate about it (Nancy, 
4/6/04, the second interview) 

From my observation as illustrated in more detail in Chapter 5, for Nancy, just the 

fact that she did not put time and effort into postings as much as other students did 

seemed to make her less confident about herself in the TeachNet space. It was shown in 

her reaction to Paul’s praise given to the whole class about their TeachNet posting, “Your 

responses are remarkable, seem to be longer and more in depth, and more elaborated.” In 

response to this comment of Paul’s, she did not think of herself as deserving the praise, 

rather saying, “I don’t think that he noticed mine, because I don’t feel like mine are very 

[incredible].”  

Thus, Nancy’s disinterest in the TeachNet activities for her learning or getting to 

know the teacher personally led her to put little effort and time into the TeachNet 

postings, thereby, making her perceive herself as not great in her postings, which, 

sometimes, prevented her from engaging in dialogue with Paul through his TeachNet 

comments.  

Summary 

As shown in Theme 3, CMC is not an isolated realm holding in isolation its own 

meanings. Rather, it is influenced by broader contextual dynamics that shape and are 

shaped by those texts. In this study, students’ interpretations of their teacher’s words in 

CMC were inextricable from what they knew about him in and out of the CMC context. 

Their trust in him constructed from dialogue between their expectations and a variety of 

contacts with him, whether through face-to-face or written interactions, set a stage for 

constructing their perceptions of relationship with him throughout the semester. For the 

teacher, the trust he put in his experiences with previous cohorts and his expectations 
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based on his beliefs also played a very important role in how he perceived each 

individual student or his relationships with him or her.  

Interestingly, the trust students put in TeachNet activities seemed to influence 

how they entered the TeachNet space, how much they anticipated their teacher’s 

comments to their postings, and how they interpreted them. Without trust in TeachNet 

postings as a valuable resource for their learning and relationships with others, the 

TeachNet space might have been reduced to a place where students just turn in their 

assignments, not one that could have potential to develop into a caring encounter. 

However, the trust students had developed from various contacts within different 

context seemed to be always under construction. At every moment in each dialogic 

encounter, students and their teacher constructed and reconstructed their trust in others, 

thereby influencing whether the dialogic encounter developed into a caring encounter. 

When students referred to the trusting side of their teacher, they seemed to be able to 

remain in the role of the cared-for even when they could not explicitly feel being cared 

for by their teacher. And also, for the teacher, he tended to maintain his state of the one-

caring when he could trust in particular students in terms of their path of development. 

When I described the model in a section, I will explore this topic in more detail by using 

some case studies. 

 

Theme 4: Dialogue in CMC as a Way of Enacting Engrossment and Motivational 
Displacement 

Dialogue, as Noddings stated (2002a), “always involves attention to the other 

participant, not just to the topic under discussion” (p. 17). Likewise, for the teacher in this 

study, reading and responding to students’ postings involved directing his attention to the 

other to whom he was responding. A dialogic encounter with each individual student 
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through CMC seemed to contact with much of the students’ feelings, desires, or 

struggles, providing potential for the teacher to feel what students were feeling, although 

there were also moments when the teacher did not engage in dialogue. Noddings (1984) 

described this state as Engrossment, a distinctive state of the one-caring. However, in 

contrast to face-to-face interaction in which, without words, the one-caring can express 

being attentive and receptive to what the cared-for is feeling and thinking through a facial 

expression, a gesture, or an exclamation, CMC interactions need written words put down 

to reveal that the one-caring is listening to (is attentive to) what the cared-for is saying.  

Furthermore, especially in the circumstances of this reading cohort, responding 

itself can be seen as a representation of not only engrossment, but also motivational 

displacement, another feature of the one-caring, in that, in spite of the overwhelming 

amount of postings and his busy schedule with another cohort, the teacher seemed 

devoted to responding to students’ voluminous postings. 

Although responding to students’ postings, on its own, can be seen as representing 

what the one-caring does in a caring encounter, in this section, I want to look into how 

engrossment and motivational displacement seemed to be variably expressed through 

written words in CMC and how the teacher’s responding to students’ postings with these 

characteristics could initiate the transition from dialogic interactions in CMC into a 

caring encounter between individual students and their teacher. However, there were also 

disconfirming examples where the teacher showed little engrossment and motivational 

displacement with some students. 

Engrossment or Attention 

According to Noddings (2002b), attention, especially receptive attention, is an 

essential characteristic of the caring encounter. In other words, “feeling with” the cared-

for captures well the affective state of attention in caring. In CMC situations, as I have 
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stated earlier, the state of a teacher’s being receptive or attentive to students cannot be 

known without the teacher responding to students’ postings. There was no other way in 

the CMC setting for students to feel their teacher’s attention without receiving comments 

from him.  

As mentioned in the previous sections, what Paul mainly wanted from responding 

to students’ postings was to let students know that he had read all of their postings and 

that, while reading them, he had tried to “sit and think with them” even through the 

TeachNet postings. However, regardless of his primary goal, a dialogic encounter itself 

seemed to generate an instant ongoing force for him, allowing himself to be present for 

them in the moment. Through his responses to students’ postings, whether these were 

detailed or brief, some students could see his involvement in the cohort and his 

willingness to be there in CMC for them. 

I think he responds to everyone …. it just shows that he’s, he’s as involved in this 
cohort as we are and that he’s really interested in what we have to say. Uh, I think 
that we provide a lot of feedback for him, you know, like he can see whether or 
not we’re getting something or if we have questions he answers. Whether or not 
it’s in depth and uh, just shows that he’s there for us whenever. (Beth, the first 
interview, 3/10/04) 

However, for some students, his short and concise comments were not considered 

to be meaningful to their learning. 

But with the responses, the responses are usually really….. personally I don’t 
focus that much on the responses. Because uh, it’s like well, they highlight and 
then they write like one or two sentences and they’re not, I guess, you’re more 
giving your opinion when you write the TeachNet response and when they give a 
response they just say, “oh, that’s a good thought.” So, I don’t focus too much on 
the response…Personally because I feel like it’s a little short. Because I know 
they have so many to go through but that’s probably my opinion on the response. 
I get more out of the class discussion than the response that day. (Ann, 3/3/04, the 
first interview) 

For Ann, Paul’s TeachNet comments were not elaborate enough for her to learn from 

them. Rather, she perceived his or the TAs’ comments as short, not seemingly paying off 
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her effort put in the postings, so that she “did not focus much on his responses.” In the 

later part of the interview, she stated what she got mostly out of his brief comments such 

as “Good” and “Nice connection” was just his confirmation that she was “doing the right 

thing.” However, in reaction to one of Paul’s positive comments, “What a beautiful 

response!,” she told me that this comment made her “happy.” This example shows that, 

although Paul’s brief comments did not appeal to some students to engage with his words 

in TeachNet, even his brief comments seemed to influence whether students felt valued 

and validated, other than just telling them that they were doing the right thing. 

As my data revealed, there seemed many places showing evidence of how much 

he tried to feel and think with students while responding to their postings. Even through 

his responses that were not very detailed, Paul seemed to be able to show his embracing 

of the students by thinking about difficulties the students had, feeling with students when 

they were excited and frustrated about something at the moment.  

For example, in one posting, Kara expressed that she had difficulty in 

understanding a particular term regarding testing, grade equivalent score, Paul, rather 

than putting his answer to her question directly, let her know that he agreed with what she 

felt about the term, saying “it was actually confusing and also problematic.” 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Validity and Reliability /To: Read Asses & Dev/ 
Wednesday, February 25, 2004 10:00:42 PM 

Kara writes: 
……….The more information a test publisher supplies, the better judgment 
teachers and professionals can use to determine if it is appropriate for what they 
are trying to test. I was not sure what the point of grade equivalent score section 
was, we'll talk more about this . . it's actually confusing and also problematic it 
seems like common sense, but I might be missing something.  

He also shared his enthusiasm with students when they were excited about the 

reading to which they were responding, validating students’ feelings. In one of Nora’s 
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postings, she started off by expressing her liking of the reading, a response that Paul 

elaborated by adding his own words.  

From: Paul Jones /Re: Making Dialogue Dialogic /To: Community Lit. 
Sunday, March 07, 2004 7:43:10 PM 

Nora writes: 
 I really liked the way that this article was written. I love how she opens 
herself up . . her mistakes . her thinking . . to us as readers. The samples of 
journal writing were very helpful because I was able to observe the huge changes 
between the surface-level writings to the teacher and the more in-depth, dialogic 
writings to other students. I would rate this article a 1 because I learned a lot from 
it and I think that it will be very helpful in the future, especially as we begin to 
think about implementing a new curriculum at La Esperanza. YES WE WE 
WE . . . you're in!  

Also when she extended her thinking to one of the course activities, he could not help 

express his excitement using capital letters, “YES WE WE WE.” 

Most often, when students brought up their experiences and frustrations, he 

revealed his sympathy for them. In the two examples that follow, Paul tried to embrace 

what students felt first and then to help them see the bright side of their experiences, give 

them more information, or sometimes simply express sympathy 

From: Paul Jones /Re: Examining the Literacy Perceptions /To: Community Lit. 
Tuesday, March 23, 2004 11:55:03 AM 

Lily writes:  
………"A parent's inability to read often has a negative influence on the child's 
reading progress since negative or incorrect perceptions concerning literacy are 
often passed form parent to child." I can understand that if a child's parent does 
not read and emphasize the importance of reading that a child may think that is 
not important. This is sad. I think many kids drop out of school because their 
parents never went to school and if they can get by without it why not drop out. It 
would be better to spend that time and work to support the family. A guy I have 
been talking with at La Esperanza told me that his parents never emphasized that 
importance of school so he dropped out early and started working to support 
himself. sad reality . . good good good that you have this chance to talk with 
someone in this situation . . and now what will he do or be as a parent.? He was 
able to get by not needing much education for his job so it was okay. I think that it 
could also encourage a child to learn if his/her parents are illiterate. Parents may 
be an example and emphasize to their children that reading is so crucial.  
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

From: Paul Jones /Re: Creative Teaching /To: Community Lit. 
Monday, February 23, 2004 9:58:57 AM 

Ruth writes: 
………..I specifically remember that my English teacher freshman year of high 
school would make comments in our journals and I found the comments made 
about my free written entries to be very judgmental and hurtful, and I even used 
one of my next free writes to tell him how I felt. ouch . . that's horrible!!! I have 
a great book on this . . "teacher, do not read this”  

Likewise, when Paul tuned into what students might have felt and thought in their 

experience, students would feel safe and secure in the TeachNet space in revealing their 

own thoughts, feelings, or opinions, which could make TeachNet a potential place where 

students and their teacher could enter into a caring encounter.  

However, he was not always successful in engrossing with students while 

responding to their postings. As illustrated in Theme 2, he sometimes entered the 

TeachNet space with his own opinions, expectations, and beliefs that he wanted the 

students to take on, which, sometimes, prevented him from engrossing fully with 

students’ feelings and thoughts as revealed in their postings. As discussed in Theme 2, 

Paul’s reaction to the word insipid used by Goldy to describe the reading definitely 

showed that his opinion about the reading directed him to respond in a certain way, not 

fully trying to understand what she felt about the reading. 

Motivational Displacement 

As alluded to in the beginning of my discussion of the current theme, responding 

to students’ postings itself might represent Paul’s state of motivational displacement. 

Given the overwhelming number of postings for this cohort as well as another cohort he 

supervised during the same semester, responding to postings, which assumed having read 

them, did not involve simply typing what Paul was thinking or feeling at that moment. 
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Rather, it implied his devotion and determination to respond to students’ postings in spite 

of his other duties, which represented his “willingness to give primacy, even 

momentarily, to the goals and needs of the cared-for” (Goldstein, 1999), what Noddings 

(1984) termed motivational displacement. 

Rather than taking this for granted, however, other aspects or features of written 

comments can be taken as evidence of motivational displacement. In what follows, there 

are six ways demonstrating Paul’s state of motivational displacement that become 

increasingly related to the content of what he was saying. 

 First, his quick response could be seen as an expression of his motives flowing 

out to the students. The due time for each posting was 8:00pm the day before each class. 

Almost always his responses were written during a short time period in the evening 

before class the next day. As Debora said, his quick response seemed to make a big 

difference to the students’ perception of the TeachNet postings. 

On your own response because with other classes when you turn something in and 
it takes so long to get it back you just kind of start forgetting about what you 
initially turned in but with him you have your post. You post it and it’s still fresh 
on your mind with what you posted on and, you know, maybe your feelings are 
still there with how you felt about the article. And then when he responds quickly 
you can tell, you know, did he feel the same way or was I right in feeling this way 
instead of having to wait and maybe losing those initial feelings. (Debora, 5/6/04, 
the fourth interview) 

Due to his quick response, the students were able to see Paul’s comments with feeling 

that were still fresh about what they had written, which was likely to make the dialogic 

encounter lively. However, such rushed responses, sometimes, seemed to lead to skipping 

some information about a student or misunderstanding someone’s comment, as illustrated 

in Tina’s example later or, in Goldy’s case in Theme 2, losing the connection between the 

posting and its writer to whom he was responding. 
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Second, his detailed and longer comments seemed to say something meaningful to 

students. Some students accepted the fact that his TeachNet comments would not be very 

detailed because of the amount of postings and the time constraint he had. However, they 

deeply appreciated it when his comments went into details. 

When he writes something longer, it seems like he actually read it and cared about 
it. You know, so it makes you, I think it probably does make you want to do just 
as good or better on the next one. [The longer comments means…] Well, not 
longer necessarily but the one, I mean, more I guess the sentence when he writes 
things that have more content that are actually uh, not just good job but go [into 
more detail] (Carol, 3/2/04, the first interview) 

Especially for those students such as Carol, who were not satisfied by his short and 

concise comments, as discussed in the earlier part of this theme, his elaborate and 

detailed comments could help them see the value Paul put in their postings. 

In addition, Paul’s bringing what students said in their posting into the classroom 

discussion the next day seemed to serve as evidence of how significant and valuable what 

students had to say in their postings was to him. Because, for Paul, TeachNet postings 

functioned as one of the main resources to shape the course or the cohort experience, he 

would write “let’s talk about this in class” when students had an issue they were confused 

about, most of students had raised the same issue responding to a particular reading, or 

the issue raised by students needed to be elaborated. Some students also noticed and 

trusted him in his weaving their postings into the classroom discussion. 

If you have a question about something, you know, if he writes in there “we’ll 
discuss this later in class,” we always discuss it later in class. It’s not like he just 
says that and then it doesn’t ever get brought up. (Jody, 3/23/04, the first 
interview) 

I think his comments are helpful. A lot of times the most common response is 
“we’ll get to that.” Or “we’ll come back to that.” And I can’t really remember like 
I don’t necessarily go back and look at my old ones and see if we did go back to 
that. I just kind of put my trust in him that we will come back to it. (Monica, 
3/9/04, the first interview) 
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Their perception that “he always discusses it later” raised their trust in him so that they 

felt as if they did not need to check whether the issues had really been dealt with. Rather, 

as has been said, having been exposed to his comments on their postings with their still 

fresh feeling about the reading, students went into the classroom, anticipating what they 

were going to talk about. 

Sometimes he was very sincere and honest in responding to personal messages in 

students’ postings. When Conor, who was very quiet in the classroom, put some excuse 

for his late posting, Paul responded back to Conor with an instant connection to his own 

condition at the moment. 

From: Paul Jones /Re: Lit. in three Metaphors /To: Community Lit. /Monday, 
February 02, 2004 11:03:06 PM 

Conor writes:  
I'm sorry this is a few minutes late being posted. It took me awhile to get online. 
I'm up late . . tired . . I'll read and we'll talk tomorrow. .  

Then, he went on to read and responded to this posting even though he was tired. From 

this response from Paul, Conor felt touches of humanity, saying: 

He’s not afraid to show that he’s really a human being, I guess. And uh, um, 
doesn’t feel a need to I don’t want to say act like he’s better but, you know, be 
more on an equal footing with everybody, I guess. All equals. (Conor, 3/10/04, 
the first interview) 

In responding to another student, Temi, Paul began to worry about her situation which he 

considered would trouble her in the next semester.  

From: Paul Jones / Re: SEC-Formal Measures of Early Literacy /To: Read Asses 
& Dev / Wednesday, March 03, 2004 12:17:03 PM 

Temi writes:  
I must start this response by saying that it is currently midnight, I've been up since 
5:30, went to student-teach, then class, then straight to work where I will remain 
until 6:30 tomorrow morning. ok ... we need to talk . . you can't sustain this . . in 
particular looking at next semester. You need to take care of yourself . . . I'm a 
little loopy...so I hope all of this make even a little bit of sense….  
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Paul’s sincere concerns about her in this dialogic encounter led to an actual talk with her. 

After having the talk with Paul, in her first interview, Temi said: 

[When I saw his comment on this] I just kind of laughed. Uh, I just kind of 
laughed because my mom is kind of always saying that. Like you can’t, you 
know, burn the candle at both ends and uh, you know, it was just funny because it 
shows that he’s concerned about us and, you know, we just talked earlier and he 
was like you just take care of yourself. And, you know, don’t burn yourself out, 
you know, and let’s make it, he’s, like, are you going to make it through this 
semester? And I was, like, oh, I’ll be fine, you know, and I will be, but and that’s 
just because he cares about us and, you know, I’m not just on a level as far as, you 
know, where his students I think he cares, you know, he cares about our welfare 
and how are you doing… (Temi, 3/9/04, the first interview) 

From the TeachNet and face-to-face exchanges regarding her overwhelming schedule, 

she was able to see Paul’s care about her and her fellow reading cohort students.  

Although it was not frequent, Paul seemed to be aware of students’ feelings about 

the frequency of his comments within their posting. For example, until the end of one of 

Kara’s postings, Paul had not put any word embedded between her words. Even though it 

might have been because he was in flow while reading her response, Paul seemed 

suddenly to realize it and put some apologies for not commenting, then giving praise on 

her posting. 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Informal Assessment./ To: Read Asses & Dev 
Tuesday, March 02, 2004 8:34:26 PM 

Kara writes: 
............ What are the challenges that go along with informal assessment? 
Teale describes four challenges that need to be met for informal assessment for 
early childhood literacy to be valuable. We need to keep researching to make sure 
our procedures are reflecting young children’s literacy development, we need to 
transfer the funds that have been put forth for formal measures in early childhood 
assessment to benefit informal measures, we need to make sure that informal 
measures of assessment have benefits that are worth the effort, and finally we 
need to legitimize informal assessment to dull suspicion and enhance its reliability 
and validity. sorry . . I have no commented much along the way . . what a great 
summary of the major points in the article.  
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This comment revealed his conscious consideration of how students might feel about the 

appearance and content of his responses, trying to adjust himself when it was needed. 

Many times, he showed his eagerness to know more about what students wrote. 

When students said that part of the reading was difficult to understand without specifying 

why, he asked where and what it was that was causing difficulty.  

From: Paul Jones / Re: The Importance of the Act of Reading / To: Community 
Lit./Monday, February 02, 2004 10:53:13 PM 

Jody writes: 
……….There were times in this article that the author confused or puzzled me 
and I wasn't sure what direction the article was going , , wait ,, when where, 
why?. Somehow by the end it all tied together and I was able to understand even 
deeper what he was trying to impart onto us when we read this article. I felt that I 
was able to connect this article to my own feelings on reading. I think that he had 
a different approach to reading than I had heard before and I must say that I 
thoroughly enjoyed reading this article! 

And also when students included personal stories in their postings, he would respond 

with enthusiasm asking for more information. In response to Grace’s family reading 

together for Christmas, he put down “that’s great,” and asked what the book was. 

From: Paul Jones /Re: Once Upon a Time.../To: Community Lit. 
Wednesday, April 07, 2004 10:58:27 PM 

Grace writes:  
…..The Once Upon a Time... Families Reading Together sounds like an amazing 
program to help promote literacy in the home. Growing up, my siblings and I 
were surrounded by literacy. My mother was an educator so she focused on 
reading and education to the fullest extent! We were read to daily and nightly. I 
went home for Christmas this year and my mom decided we were going to read a 
Christmas book every night, that's great . .what did you read??? just like old 
times! In a way, hearing my mother reading to me was such a comforting thing 
and reminded me why I love to read.  
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Because he seemed genuinely to want to know more about students as expressed in 

written format, students reported they knew how much he wanted to know them, as one 

of the students, Monica, said, “he wants to know our whole experience.”  

However, no matter how much Paul was, in general, engrossed with what the 

students were feeling and thinking, and willing to let himself be available to them by 

responding to them, often his teacher side, experienced and knowledgeable, or when he 

could not help but fall into the path of his own thinking, came on too strongly and 

sometimes troubled the students.  

As a teacher, sometimes, Paul was involved in his own way of thinking while 

responding to students’ postings. As described in Theme 3, when Debora asked why what 

was written about think-aloud did not match with what Paul had said in the classroom, 

Paul’s comment, “Maybe Dr. Jones is wrong!! Maybe he made you read an article that 

told you to do it differently for a reason! Hmmmm,” was interpreted as being sarcastic by 

Debora, although, due to her trust in him, she could still feel positive about him. 

However, what Paul was actually thinking at the moment was:  

Yeah, it’s a popular piece on think-aloud. It’s one that pretty accessible. Yeah, I 
(laughter) but the more I’ve looked at it the more I’m dissatisfied with how it 
approaches think-aloud and how it frames what we’re doing. And so essentially 
what I was doing there [in his comments to Debora] and it’s obviously not very 
clear from the message is questioning myself. That is I maybe I was, in my mind 
at that time in reading those responses and knowing how I am approaching think 
alouds right now with this group or generally how I approach it in class is much 
less question driven and much more model thinking and opening up. Opening 
each of us in ways that we can inspect one another’s ways of thinking. In that 
sometimes questions, I mean, asking questions and putting us in a question asking 
role uh, it’s, it’s not the best way to get under and inside kid’s thinking. So that 
comment is really it’s not even worded well but that’s really maybe I made a 
mistake in giving you that article. But maybe even I give you articles sometimes 
that might tell you one way of doing it and which I may come back and challenge 
that. And I do that I do that in readings. I don’t want them to accept everything as 
being this is absolutely the way but sometimes I can get tricky. Because they trust 
you. They trust you to give things that you read and you believe in. So why would 
you give me something to read that you didn’t believe in? A the answer is maybe 
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I don’t believe in it because I’m questioning myself on the choice of the article. 
And B maybe I’m going to give us things that we can read and talk about that we 
question and that we challenge and say, you know, I don’t think like that. I’m not 
sure that that’s a good idea. (Paul, 6/17/04, the fourth interview) 

Although he, as a teacher, was reflecting on and evaluating his choice of the reading at 

the moment, his blurting out this aspect without fully considering what Debora might 

think caused some misunderstanding of him. 

Further, especially in the situation of preservice teacher education, teacher 

educators such as Paul may have certain beliefs and perspectives that they consider 

should be applied to educating the future generation, as already alluded to in Theme 2. 

Such beliefs and perspectives could easily influence how he entered into the TeachNet 

space. For example, for Paul, appreciating cultural diversity was one of the utmost goals 

that he wanted students to accomplish. When he interacted with and interpreted Tina by 

responding to her postings, this side of him often came out.  

From: Paul Jones / Re: Supporting Lower SES Mothers’ Attempts/ Community 
Lit./ March 23, 2004 8:07:08 AM 

Tina writes: 
Summary: While it is well documented that storybook reading is an important 
literacy event, it appears that some ‘[lower SES] parents are not sufficiently aware 
of their impact on their child’s reading’” (p. 223). I find this important because I 
feel that many of my friends, as well as myself, have had many opportunities to 
learn because of the care our parents gave us when we were little. I have never 
heard anyone say that my parents did not read to me when I was growing. but it's 
not the norm for lots and lots of kids . . I know sometimes I wished my parents 
would give me a break from reading occasionally but now, looking back, ha . . 
too much being read to I am thankful that my parents did not listen to me and 
continued to read to me. All parents should give their children that extra boost to 
help their children gain more insight in reading and literacy. This quote helps 
other people realize how little some parents do for their children………… 
Connections: From my summaries, I think you can see that I connected personally 
to the article to see how parents help their children develop. The project was great 
for parents to see how they can help their children by reading to them. we are 
going to explore this approach at La Esperanza. . Paul. ………… 
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Paul’s expectation that her cultural background would lead her to appreciate complexities 

in literacy acquisition lead him to be disappointed often when he read her postings. 

Tina is mystery to me so far. Well, the South Africa connection is real interesting. 
I mean, I have such a strong connection to South Africa and she’s from South 
Africa but we have totally different views on that. Oh, what South Africa is and 
I’ve not, she’s not yet opened up in any way. And there’s a story there somewhere 
that I have not learned about Tina so I’m cautious uh, so I’m cautious whenever, 
when I respond to Tina. I’m still trying to figure out in fact, in this particular 
response...I’m trying to figure out what kind of family she was in, what kind of 
cultural experiences she had, what was her engagement outside of what the 
broader South African context?..... That she would have, that she would come 
from a country in which not only don’t most people the vast majority of people 
don’t read to their kids. The vast majority of the people barely read and barely 
have access to books. And yet here, so when I tried to say words that’s not true 
for lots of kids. (Paul, 4/15/04, the second interview)  

In fact, his knowledge of her was not correct. From what he said about her, he seemed to 

think she was from South Africa. Actually, she was not, but her parents were, indicating 

that Paul had missed some information about Tina while reading and responding to her 

postings. She had been raised entirely in the United States by her parents in a totally 

different way from other children. Somehow, her frequent mentioning about her different 

cultural background related to South Africa had stuck in his mind and triggered his 

wanting to know her, looking for something to connect with what he appreciated from his 

experiences in South Africa. No matter how Tina’s writing revealed her personal stories 

and opinions, whether elaborated or not, when it did not make sense according to Paul’s 

expectation, he could not meet her as she was.  

However, seen from Tina’s side, she had not had many opportunities to be 

exposed to cultural differences. Although her parents were from South Africa and had 

suffered some hardships, she was born and raised in the United States and had been in 

private schools all the way until college. Thus, it might not be odd that she had naïve 

views about cultural differences, which could have been a place where Paul could 
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provide help to her. However, for Paul, his wishes and the assumptions he made about 

Tina along with his misinformation about her prevented him from really seeing and 

hearing Tina, even though he felt he was trying to connect and remain open to her by 

calling her “a mystery”, rather than saying something negative or judgmental.  

This type of exchange where Paul showed his lack of engrossment and 

motivational displacement happened in one of the face-to-face interactions as well, the 

final oral exam where Paul and the TAs talked with two or three students at a time about 

several important topics dealt with throughout the semester. Answering one of the 

questions, “think about yourself, or position yourself as a teacher in a culturally different 

school,” Tina was talking about herself in terms of not having been exposed to different 

cultures. When she was describing her experience of being in a classroom where students 

sang a Vietnamese song, the words, a “weird Vietnamese song,” slipped from her mouth. 

Right away, Paul appeared to be shocked with the word weird. And, a little later, at 

almost the end of the meeting, the TAs and Paul corrected Tina, saying “weird is not a 

good word to describe any culture,” in front of the other student, Susan. One week later, 

when I asked via a private email how she perceived Paul in the final oral, she said: 

Paul is very intimidating. I felt that like every word I said I was wrong or I did not 
know how he perceived what I had said. He made me feel uncomfortable when I 
accidentally said the wrong thing and made the conversation more of a "do" or 
"don't" list, rather than actually discussing what was learned in class. (Tina, 
5/16/04, in her private TeachNet message) 

Paul also reflected on this moment in the fourth interview, saying: 

That just floored me. It just floored me that after, that somebody could come up 
with that. I just, and I don’t, you know, and I always take it back to my own 
teaching and we could have done more. We could have done better and there are 
lots of things I look back to. (Paul, 6/17/04, the fourth interview) 

Although Paul used the dialogue with Tina in the final oral exam to evaluate his teaching 

and find out what he could have done more for his students as well as their future 



 137

students, at the moment when it took place, Paul failed to meet her as the one caring with 

engrossment and motivational displacement. For Tina, she definitely felt rejected by him 

just because of a word that had slipped from her mouth unintentionally. This moment 

might have represented a breaking point to Tina in her relationship with Paul.  

This example shows that Paul’s beliefs, perspectives, or even teaching plans, no 

matter how sound and good, could be a hindrance for him to act as the one caring when 

he tried to impose what he thought was right on the part of students. 

Summary 

As I have tried to show in describing this theme, CMC, just as face-to-face 

interactions can, provided a chance for the teacher to have real dynamic affective 

involvement in particular dialogic encounters with his answerability. Paul could listen to 

what students had to say connecting to the class readings and feel and think with them. 

This aspect of CMC seemed to be a continuing force of putting him into the process of 

dialogical construction of being responsible for students’ learning so that he could give 

primacy, even if only momentarily, to the goals and needs of students.  

However, Paul’s words were not always supportive for some students. There were 

also some occurrences where the side of being a teacher with more knowledge and 

experiences or strong beliefs that he wanted students to take on as their perspectives 

about teaching and culture came out and became a hindrance to enact engrossment and 

motivational displacement, at least at the moment. 

 

Theme 5: Dialogue in CMC as a Way of Enacting Reciprocity 

Instead of viewing caring as a virtue of the one caring, Noddings (1984) described 

caring as a relationship. Viewed from a relational point of view, caring is not controlled 
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entirely by the one caring. Rather, the cared-for contributes something essential to the 

relation, that is, a response to the caring he or she receives from the one caring, what 

Noddings called reciprocity. Depending on the responses by the cared-for, the caring of 

the one caring can be meaningful and valuable, or meaningless and useless. In this sense, 

the role the cared for plays in a relationship is very critical in maintaining it as a caring 

relationship.  

As Noddings (1984) stated, “the cared-for is free to be more fully himself in the 

caring relation. Indeed, this being himself, this willing and unselfconscious revealing of 

self, is his major contribution to the relation” (p. 73). As I noticed from TeachNet 

postings as the semester progressed, some students became more confident and felt free 

to reveal themselves in the postings because they had come to see the TeachNet space as 

a place where they would not be evaluated or judged based on their writing. 

Yeah, [I was nervous] but now that I’m starting to see that he’s not there to grade 
you he’s there to help you along in your thoughts. I guess encourage what you 
have to say. And not so much say “OK, you got an A on this posting. You got a B 
on this posting” Because you just, you just know that, I guess I feel freer to post 
because I don’t feel restricted to “oh, well, I’ve got a B on that one. I have to do 
better on this one to get an A.” I just feel like I can post what I’m thinking. 
(Debora, 04/08/04, the second interview) 

At first when we had to do all these postings I was nervous because I didn’t want 
everyone else to see what I had written, you know. And so, I was nervous about 
that. Because uh, you know, I didn’t have too much confidence in my writing but 
when him and when he goes and says stuff like that, you know, you feel more 
confident in what you say and so the next time you’re, like, it's OK if other people 
read it because I have more confidence in what I was saying so. (Diane, 3/3/04, 
the first interview) 

As Debora and Diane said above, students’ becoming confident about what they 

felt and thought in their postings implied that they trusted him and felt safe in the 

environment of the cohort, as Paul said: 

And uh, and their basically their willingness and trust in us to tend to make 
mistakes and to take risks. And if they stay at a very flat surface level they tend 
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not to do that. They tend to be more protected and they tend to be satisfied with 
kind of incremental growth that’s safe. And so the more I feel like we can build a 
trusting relationship and that goes beyond me. It goes throughout everybody in 
the program and with everybody in the program. The more we can build that the 
more risk they’ll take in their teaching and their learning. And the more they’ll be 
willing to confront tough issues that will eventually shape their lives as teachers. 
(Paul, 4/27/04, the third interview) 

Paul was also aware of how important it was for students to open themselves up in their 

writing for their learning and the shaping of their lives as teacher. To Paul, students’ 

opening themselves up helped him find out who they were and where they were, which 

was important knowledge for him to spot when and where he could offer help.  

I think when you write with voice it’s an opening up of yourself. And it allows an 
engagement at a personal level. At a level of here’s who I am and here’s what I 
think. And it opens them up to, you know, to me or to Martha or to anybody 
who’s responding. Uh, to talk about that and, you know, and to, you know, that’s 
revealing yourself and vulnerabilities. And there’s a, there’s a way to write that’s 
very sort of academic and you cover the three points and you but, there’s, I can’t 
find you in there yet. I don’t know who you are and where you’re at. And I mean, 
I try to emphasize that but it always takes awhile. I mean, some people bring it 
right away. I mean, you can hear it just like “blurp” from day one. (Paul, 6/17/04, 
the fourth interview) 

Even ones who complain a lot, even ones who talk about “this is hard work,” you 
know, “I feel like I’m working too hard.” You know, as much as I can step back 
and say, “oh, god, there’s complaining.” I can also step back from it and say, “at 
least they feel safe in talking about it.” And we can raise that and have 
conversations about that and eventually they’re going to have to make some 
choices about the amount of work that’s invested. (Paul, 4/27/04, the third 
interview) 

As he stated above, for Paul, whether it was complaining or appreciating a given work, 

just being themselves in their postings seemed to tell him that students had become 

secure in the cohort, something that he looked forward to accomplishing from the 

beginning of the semester.  

As students read and responded to the class readings, they disclosed several 

things, such as private parts of their lives, their positive or negative views regarding a 
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given reading, their perspectives of teaching and literacy, etc., as described already in 

Theme 1. Among others, there were particular kinds of comments saying that they had 

grown from what they had done in the cohort or what Paul had taught, appreciating what 

had been given to them such as tutoring opportunities, several other projects, or 

community service for adult ESL learners, with support from the perspectives introduced 

in a given reading.  

For example, especially regarding one of the class activities, called La Esperanza, 

a community service project with adult learners who were mostly second language 

learners, students began to see the significance of the activity to the adult learners with 

whom they were working. For example, Jody, impressed with the reading about the life 

of illiterate people, seemed to discover the meaning of what they had been doing at La 

Esperanza, which was to weaken the vicious cycle that illiterate people would go through 

and pass down to their next generations.  

From: Jody / Subject: Invisible Literacy / To: Community Lit. 
Monday, March 01, 2004 8:47:37 PM 

………. "It is the literacy of parents which has, up to recent times, been 
almost totally neglected." This really reminds me of La Esperanza and how we 
are helping the parents for the children in [the local school district]. I think that it 
is such a wonderful thing that we are doing and I am so proud of what we are 
doing. I think that we are taking the first step to helping the students who have 
illiterate parents. I realize that it is important to help the parents because it is a 
part of the cycle that they talked about in the chapter. It is so important that we 
help the parents so that they can help their children. If we can help the parents to 
become literate then we can help them to take an active role and stand in the 
schools and on education issues. We need their support and if they aren't able to 
be literate then they can not be much help. I think that by us helping them we are 
uniting stronger for the educational issues.  

Furthermore, through class activities or assignments, students came to see that 

their previous conceptions or beliefs about a given issue had been narrow-minded. Susan, 

while she felt hurt about some misconceptions stated against African American women, 
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began to appreciate that her work with some adult learners at La Esperanza had helped 

her see her own preconceived notions about a certain group of people. 

From: Susan /Subject: Family Literacy Education / To: Community Lit. 
Monday, March 29, 2004 4:50:29 PM 

……Second, when in the study by Yaffe and Williams when they were discussing 
cultural misperceptions. The white family advocate had assumed that the African 
American woman didn't recoginze the importantce of a program they were 
working on. I think this is hurtful in not only literacy programs but any situation 
you approach. If you come in with preconceived notions, instead of an open mind 
you are always going to view things from your narrow-minded perspective. I 
think that it is important not to judge others prematurely. This can relate to La 
Esperanza because I may have had opinions of the people that I was going to 
work with, but once I started working with Gloria I realized how stupid my 
preconceived notions were. Now, I have learned a lot from Sergio and her, and I 
am glad that I can now step outside of the box and think of things from others 
perspective.  

For Paul, although he perceived that there were many things needing modification for the 

La Esperanza project, students’ positive experiences in that project have told him that 

what he had set up for students’ learning worked well at least in some parts, even if some 

revision was needed. Other than for their community service with adult second language 

learners at La Esperanza, for other class activities such as tutoring and the emergent 

literacy project, students could easily find the significant connection to the perspectives 

discussed in a given reading, appreciating their teacher for having provided all these 

opportunities.  

More excitingly, as the semester progressed, students came to see their growth by 

what they were doing in the cohort. Almost at the end of the semester, Conor noticed that 

his views and understanding had changed, saying, “It was interesting to me.” 

From: Conor /Subject: Using Think Alouds /To: Read Asses & Dev 
Wednesday, April 21, 2004 7:09:48 PM 

………. It’s interesting to me how much my view and understanding about 
reading has changed just since this course. I always viewed reading as nothing 
more than putting words and sentences together. So much more goes on than I 
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think most people realize, we decode and activate schemata’s without even 
thinking about it consciously...  

Further, sometimes students expressed their enjoyment of a given reading because 

of the connections they made to the reading. As Nora stated in her posting, when students 

found themselves able to relate to the readings, they were likely to give credit to what 

they had been doing in the cohort since entering it. 

From: Nora /Subject: Skills and Other Dilemmas.../To: Community Lit. 
Wednesday, May 05, 2004 7:18:18 PM 

I could see myself in her at the beginning of this reading. I have read more for our 
cohort classes than I have ever read for my other college classes, and as the 
semester has progressed, I have found myself being able to relate to all of these 
readings more and more. I often think back on my old school experiences, which 
consist of many drills and fill-in-the-blanks and mindless worksheets that are 
frowned upon today- and I turned out alright. But I'm getting away from the point 
that I wanted to talk about. [go on to talk about the reading] …… 

In response to students’ acknowledging their growth, Paul seemed to respond with 

appreciation. When Grace reflected on how much she had changed in terms of 

appreciating theory, Paul expressed an eagerness to hear more about it.  

From: Paul Jones / Re: Making dialogue dialogic/ To: Community Lit. 
Sunday, March 07, 2004 7:34:49 PM 

Grace writes: 
……There is never one way to teach anything and we need to remember to 
always be openminded in our teaching. My favorite quote in this passage was 
linking theory with practice. "Practitioners of adult education often shy away 
from theory because it seems too removed from the classroom. Yet theory, 
whether or not it is articulated, always serves as the basis for practice." I will 
admit when we began this class I felt that I had three years of theories and now 
was time to learn how to teach. I was tired of learning about men who formed 
theories years ago and did not fully understand how they would connect in the 
classroom. When we started this class I was annoyed to continue to be drilled 
with theories. As the time goes by, I begin to understand how the theories form a 
foundation for what we do and how our students will grow and learn. OK . . I 
need to hear you talk and write soooo much more about this transformation . . 
this is generative for you as a becoming teacher. ... excting. At times I still get 
impatient and I do not always see how certain theories will relate to my 
classroom, but I am getting better!  
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From what Grace stated, Paul could see her experiencing a transformation process to 

becoming a teacher. Even if his words could be interpreted as simply a sign of impatience 

with Grace, the fact that he noted her reflection on her own growth and expressed that it 

was “exciting” to see her “becoming a teacher” indicates that her growth was important 

to him. According to Noddings (1992), when teachers note that their caring for students is 

making a difference in the lives or learning of the students, they realize a new sense of 

power in themselves, what Lortie (1975) called, “psychic rewards.” How important and 

critical is the reception of caring by the cared-for is well stated in Nodding’s 1984 book. 

The freedom, creativity, and spontaneous disclosure of the cared-for that manifest 
themselves under the nurture of the one-caring complete the relation…. What the 
cared-for gives to the relation either in direct response to the one-caring or in 
personal delight or in happy growth before her [the one-caring’s] eyes in genuine 
reciprocity. It contributes to the maintenance of the relation and serves to prevent 
the caring from turning back on the one-caring in the form of anguish and concern 
for self. (p. 74) 

However, some students, at least one, Goldy, as my data revealed, did not feel 

safe and secure in the TeachNet posting because she interpreted Paul as not being as open 

to the opinions and perspectives she expressed in her postings as she expected a teacher 

should be. Especially from a series of exchanges with Paul involving TeachNet and in-

class interactions triggered by her strong reaction against one of the class readings as I 

will more fully illustrate in Chapter 5, she came to feel more vulnerable about showing 

her feelings and thoughts about a given reading. This made her aware of her words, 

especially negative ones, towards the readings, “How is Paul going to see this?” and 

sometimes she deleted those words, saying, “I put something on it but then I erased it 

because I was, like, he’s not going to like it.”  

This shows that, when the TeachNet space was not perceived by students as a safe 

place to reveal themselves freely, no matter how much students’ postings included 

apparently good connections to their lives, the TeachNet posting could not be a place 
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where students showed their true reciprocity to Paul. Rather, they hid themselves and 

instead, wrote more about whatever they thought the teacher would like. 

Summary 

I saw the benefit of CMC as providing an increased opportunity by which a 

teacher could recognize what students had learned from what he had offered. In this 

study, except for what occurred during tutoring time, the sharing time about the tutoring, 

or some project presentations, students did not have many opportunities to reveal 

themselves because there always were many aspects that needed to be covered in terms of 

course content. However, in CMC, there were many places where the students expressed 

their feelings and thoughts while responding to class readings and the teacher came to 

know, from their words, how they had changed or grown as prospective teachers. The 

dialogic involvement in responding to a given reading often took students to the point 

where they could speak about themselves in spontaneous and genuine reciprocity, 

manifesting what they perceived from what they had received from their teacher. These 

kinds of indicators of students’ reciprocity of what they were given from their teacher 

completes the caring relation. As Noddings (1984) stated, “It contributes to the 

maintenance of the relation and serves to prevent the caring from turning back on the 

one-caring in the form of anguish and concern for self” (p. 74). However, there were also 

instances when some students felt vulnerable in showing themselves freely and genuinely 

in their postings and hid their true feelings and thoughts because they perceived that some 

part of their self was not accepted by the teacher. This would block students from 

expressing their true reciprocity, which eventually could become a hindrance to their 

sensing and receiving the teacher’s caring. 

 



 145

Theme 6: The CMC Dialogue as an Occasion for Authoring the Self and Others 
within the Bi-Directional Influence of Caring Relationships 

As described in Theme 5, the reception of caring by students contributes to 

maintaining the caring relationship between students and the teacher, reinforcing their 

desires to remain in the relationship. Within the reciprocal influence of caring 

relationships, students came to see themselves reflected in Paul’s comments on their 

work. In the same line, Paul also began to realize how he was as a teacher from what had 

been reflected in students’ words in their postings or their work. Although I alluded to 

this aspect in previous themes focusing on each part separately, in Theme 6, I want to 

look at the reciprocal aspect of caring relationships involving both parts of the one-caring 

and the cared-for so that we can see how caring relationships depend on both the teacher 

and students as they make their teaching or learning meaningful. 

In a Bakhtinian view (Clark & Holquist, 1984), the dialogic nature of an utterance 

allows it to bridge the gap between a self and an other, a place where speakers can be 

aware of themselves through the eyes of another person. As we shape our words in the 

context of an anticipated response, the notion of who we are in relation to that response 

simultaneously shapes knowledge of self and others, what Bakhtin (1994) called 

outsidedness. Likewise, Noddings (1984) expressed the importance of the dependency 

between the one-caring and the cared-for, taking an example of teacher-student 

relationships. In order to teach students, according to Noddings, “the teacher, because she 

is a teacher, must see things through the eyes of her student in order to teach him,” and 

also “the student sees not what the teacher at her own pole sees but what the teacher 

presents by way of interpretation. This represents a kind of ‘seeing through the teacher’s 

eyes,’ but it is a reflection that brightens the student’s own vision” (1984, p. 70).  



 146

 In what follows, I want to show how students and the teacher came to see 

themselves through each other and depended on each other to author themselves to be 

(better or caring) teachers via the reciprocal influence of their caring relationships.  

For the students in my study, Paul’s responses to their postings seemed to 

contribute to making their TeachNet work meaningful and valuable and, on several 

occasions, led students to discover abilities they had not noticed before.  

Simply by knowing that Paul took time and effort to read and respond to their 

comments, the students were able to see that they were doing something worthwhile, not 

just fulfilling required assignments. 

And that, you know, everything that we did, posting these every night or twice a 
week, we’re posting for a reason. And not just for, you know, to fulfill a 
requirement in the class. That we’re posting them because they will be 
meaningful and that someone else is reading them and, you know, finds them 
meaningful too. (Debora, 5/7/04, the fourth interview) 

Uh, I’d be very angry and think that it’s a waste of our time if he wasn’t giving us 
some kind of feedback. (laughter) (Susan, 3/3/04, the first interview)  

This realization led them also to want to put time and effort in writing postings, as Temi 

said in the interview: 

He’s really putting time into what we’re reading too and uh, or what we’re 
writing. And that makes it worthwhile, you know, I mean, I don’t want to just 
write it and then have someone just kind of skim over it. (Temi, 3/9/04, the first 
interview) 

Furthermore, Paul’s recognition of connections students made in their postings seemed to 

confirm what they were doing in writing their responses, further leading them to see how 

they came to strive harder as students. 

Uh, well, it [Paul’s interest in my connection] makes me put more experience in 
my responses. (laughter) and really makes me reflect more on what’s going on. 
Uh, and basically reaffirms, you know, that connection. (Edith, 3/4/04, the first 
interview) 
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Sometimes, without Paul’s explicit intentions, what Paul responded to in their 

essays in TeachNet played a role in students discovering abilities that they had not 

recognized before.  

From: Paul Jones /Re: Challenging Venerable Assumptions / February 22, 2004 

Grace writes 
:…..Assumption One: English is the only legitimate medium for learning and 
instruction."School curricula in this country have been developed primarily for 
native English speakers, thereby according primacy to English as the language of 
instruction." This reminds me of a story my mother told me about some of her 
fellow teachers. They were frustrated with the TAXS (TAKS . . but I like your's 
better) system of testing for their students whose L1 was not English. We all 
remember the tests, instructions are given in English and after that the teacher is 
not allowed to help the students.……. 
Assumption Four: Error correction in process instruction hampers learning. 
To be honest, this is something I have never considered until reading this article. 
My question is how do you know the defining line between hindering and helping 
a student? My school was big on the writing without rules or spelling. Proper 
punctuation, grammar or spelling was not emphasized as much as creative, free 
writing. To this day I am a terrible speller and rely on spell check to catch my 
mistakes. How do we know what the balance is? . . keep asking this question. Of 
course, you know also how much more important it is to be a good writer than a 
good speller . .but the two don't have to be set in oppostion to each other. . more 
to come. 

Because she had never been a good speller, Grace was very embarrassed when Paul, 

himself making a spelling error, pointed out her wrong spelling of TAKS. When Paul 

responded to her question about what the balance was between being a good speller and a 

creative writer, she felt relieved by his response because the question had bothered her 

for a long time as she said in the interview:  

I felt relieved because, uh when he said that, “You know how much more 
important it is to be a good writer than a good speller but the two don’t have to be 
in opposition to each other,” so the first [part of his comment] was reassuring for 
me as a person because I am not a good speller and the second was something that 
I really feel like I need to keep in mind when I’m a teacher. That the two don’t 
need to be in opposition to each other. So I feel like he hit both points when he 
responded to me on that. Just like on a personal level and then like a future 
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educator level. So it was neat that he hit on something that I really did want to 
know about. (Grace, 3/04/04, the first interview) 

She felt reassured at a personal level, gaining confidence about her writing. In addition, 

his comment at the level of a future educator led her to realize that she would need to deal 

with both writing and spelling in her teaching. Coming to see herself from what Paul had 

said seemed to validate her as a student as well as a future teacher. In another example, 

Grace came to see strength in herself that she did not even know she had. 

From: Paul Jones /Re: The need for Story / February 9, 2004 

Grace writes: 
 I really enjoyed this articles discussion of the importance of stories. I grew 
up with stories. I loved to read stories, hear my grandparents tell stories and even 
write my own. I believe that by listening/reading stories of others you gain insight 
into thier world. Today in Guiding Young Children we discussed how much a 
teacher can learn from the stories and play of children. We discussed how 
important it was for us to pay close attention to their stories because many 
feelings, thoughts, ideas and interests are expressed in these stories. It was neat to 
see something we talked about in one class connect with a reading in another! 
In our family, at the dinner table we would tell our stories about our day. We used 
to get so annoyed with my little brother when his story would drag on forever. 
Now looking back on that, I realize how important that story time was. this is so 
great that you can reach back and see this . . This was his way of connecting to 
us and becoming the focus of the table. exactly He would share what was 
important to him. These stories are a way of expression and a way to share 
feelings and emotion with others. My students love to tell me stories about what 
they have done. This helps me to form an individual connection to each student. I 
also learn about them as individuals, their interests, hopes, dreams and 
relationships with others. 
……This article reinforced the notion of how important stories are. Not only are 
they something we use to pass a state mandated test, they are tools to insight. 
you've got it As teachers we need to pay close attention to what those stories are 
telling us. Many things we are unable to express in normal situations are easily 
conveyed in stories. Stories allow us the opportunity to form a bond with others, 
share common knowledge or experiences and learn.  

Paul’s three little comments on this response led her to build confidence in making a 

connection between the theories and her real life, something she thought she could not do 

well, saying in the interview: 
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This example I just took a shot at putting in my paper. I didn’t really even know if 
it applied at all and then he talked about it in class again. And it was just nice to 
know that I am starting to get it. Does that make sense? I’m starting to be able to 
relate to my real life to these theories written by genius people, you know, and 
that was very nice to know that was a connection that I could make. And it helps 
to have those connections for me to understand. This is what that was. I think 
those connections are really important. (Grace, 3/04/04, the first interview) 

For her, Paul’s comments helped her to discover and recognize her ability and her 

emerging self.  

Another student, Ruth, learned from Paul’s response to her comment that she was 

doing something worthwhile. With his words, she could view herself as one who was 

good at connecting the theories they were reading about with reality.  

From: Paul Jones/Re: Life as Narrative /Monday, February 09 

Ruth writes: 
“…Any story one may tell about anything is better understood by considering 
other possible ways in which it can be told,” (36-7). 
 This quote was one that made the whole article a lot clearer to me. I have 
grown up hearing that there are two sides to every story, but have never even 
imagined that the very same idea could be put into words like this. You live your 
life, and you see things as you want to see them… and I can only speak for 
myself, but I rarely, if ever, think about things from another person’s perspective. 
this is at the heart of what it means to be a "critical thinker" … 

This feeling of discovering herself to be “doing anything worth responding to the 

reading” made her “want to be a harder worker and look deeper into the reading”, 

anticipating praise for her work.  

That was one of the first ones and it was just I was at the point where I didn’t 
really know him that well and for him to say something like that about me I was 
very taken aback for a second and reread it and I was, like, wow, I didn’t even 
realize this was something that was so great. And he just gets in there and says it. 
It just makes me realize.. When I don’t even think that I’m doing anything worth 
responding to and he says something like that… It makes me want to put the same 
effort if not more…. Because I want to, you know, I’d love to get a comment like 
that every time.” (Ruth, 3/5/04, the first interview) 
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These examples indicate that what students received from the teacher influenced 

their subsequent work. Because they perceived how much their teacher cared about their 

postings, their tutoring, and other activities, they strove harder to meet and surpass his 

expectations. 

For his part, seeing growth in students revealed in their CMC messages and in 

their tutoring with young readers led Paul to express his enthusiasm for them in the 

classroom such as when, one day, he said, “You are the most incredible group. You are 

unbelievably detailed in your poems [used in tutoring].” He said that they deserved the 

praise: 

Yeah, Yeah, they’re a very incredible group. I mean, and believe me when that 
happens, it makes life fun and easy and exciting, and so you jump all over it and 
just say, “oh my god, if this is where they are right now, there’s so much exciting, 
so many exciting things that are going to happen next year with these folks.” It’s 
exciting to think about. (Paul, 4/27/04, the third interview) 

Students’ hard work meant to him that “they see the importance of what they’re doing at 

the moment and how it will enable them to get closer to that goal.” However, he said that 

he would worry if he saw students working only to “do what he wants.” As a way to 

carry this message to students, he was “much more responsive to and looking for 

evidence of hard work that’s directed toward their own learning or directed toward the 

success of the students they’re working with.” That’s why he often would respond with, 

“Great connection,” “This is so great that you can reach back and see this,” “I never 

thought about this connection before,” whenever he spotted that their work was directed 

to their own learning or their students.  

To students, such praise seemed to be interpreted as being very special.  

I think it’s pretty great. I mean, because we all heard how much he loved the 
cohort before us and uh, how great a job they did and for him to say that to us. It’s 
really nice to be appreciated when you’re working so hard, you know, every other 
day trying to get everything just perfectly put together. So I think it’s just really 
nice to be appreciated and for him, you know, our professor who’s seen tons and 
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tons of students and had cohorts I don’t even know how many years for him to 
say that is really a great thing, I think. (Grace, 3/4/04, the first interview) 

I think it made me feel really good because when I’m getting my tutoring stuff 
together I spend hours and hours. I mean, I’m talking I stayed up. Sometimes I 
spend more than… I will spend an entire day… I mean, I find myself putting a lot 
of time into it…You know, because we don’t know what’s expected and so we’re 
just trying to do our best. And so it’s, I mean, it pays off whenever they notice. 
And then you feel really good because I spent a lot of time working on that stuff 
so at least somebody notices. (Carol, 3/2/04, the first interview) 

I felt really good. (laughter) Like all the hours I put together, like all the stuff it 
just makes me feel real good like he’s noticing it and…. his positive feedback 
really pushes you to keep going and get the same feedback ... I think his positive 
feedback just tries to keep us up at the level that we’re at and not go down. But it 
it’s not a lot of pressure to go a lot further because he’s saying we’re doing great 
as it is. (Kara, 3/11/04, the first interview) 

For students, his praise of their work seemed to make them confident in and proud of 

themselves because he, as a renowned teacher, recognized their work as being great. 

Further, it was perceived as pay back for their time and effort put into class activities 

such as tutoring, TeachNet postings, and so on, through his acknowledgement. Finally, 

his excitement about their work seemed to author them to keep going and do their best.  

To describe what Paul felt about students’ hard work, he used a line from the 

movie As good as it gets: 

… it makes you want to work. (laughter) There’s a stupid line from a movie. I use 
this all the time. Have you ever seen the movie? As good as it gets. I love that 
movie. Well, do you remember the scene where they’re in the, they’re in a 
restaurant and Nicholson is being weird. And she says, “I need a compliment 
now. I need a compliment.” And he says, “I started taking those pills the doctor 
ordered.” And she says, “This is supposed to be a compliment about me not about 
yourself.” (laughter) And then he says, “Yes, but the reason I started taking the 
pills is you make me want to be a better person.” And I think that’s always the 
response to hard work is that it makes you want to be a better teacher…… (Paul, 
4/27/04, the third interview) 

Although considered by the students as someone who was very knowledgeable in 

his field and loved what he was doing, Paul felt that he was nevertheless becoming a 
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better teacher at every moment. Especially when he came to see that his passion and love 

for teaching were reflected in the students, he appreciated that what they did “made him 

want to be a better teacher.” What Paul would feel or receive through students in caring 

relationships was well stated in Noddings (1984). 

I am aided in meeting the burdens of caring by the reciprocal efforts of the cared-
for. When my infant wriggles with delight as I bathe or feed him, I am aware of 
no burden but only a special delight of my own. Similarly, when I spend time in 
dialogue with my students, I am rewarded not only with appreciation, but also 
with all sorts of information and insights. I could as easily, and properly, say “I 
am receiving” as “I am giving.” Thus, many of the “demanding” of caring are not 
felt as demands. They are, rather, the occasions that offer most of what makes life 
worth living. (Noddings, 1984, p. 52) 

As Noddings illustrated, students’ reciprocal responses in caring relationships 

rewarded Paul’s caring, leading him to author himself to be more obligated to his 

students. For their part, when the students perceived their teacher’s caring, they often 

responded to what they were given by the teacher with passion and eagerness, which 

allowed them to see better parts of themselves as students and beginning teachers.  

However, student-teacher relationships were not always rosy. There were also a 

few instances where some students felt uncomfortable because of their own image of 

themselves represented in their contacts with him, written or face-to-face. For example, 

Goldy had struggled with her image of herself, either as a student or a prospective 

teacher, one she had thought Paul might have had, especially after an incident where she 

felt hurt by Paul’s reaction to one of her postings brought into an in-class discussion. 

While her posting was read by the TA in class, she was very upset about Paul’s laughing, 

although Paul had his own reason for laughing. She said at the second interview, “He was 

mocking me, I mean, that’s all it was. He’s, I know he knows his stuff but he’s got so 

much pride that he can’t see beyond his own bubble.”  
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Afterwards, she felt herself as “the only one that disagrees with everything.” 

However, it was not true. As I saw in my own analysis, fewer than one third of her 

postings involved her disagreement with the authors. Even more, different from what she 

thought, Paul was very pleased and excited to read her postings, “looking forward to 

opening” and “expecting them to be deep.” However, his perception of her postings did 

not seem to be communicated to her but rather seemed inconsequential in her perception 

of herself.  

She was aware of being negative in her postings and afraid that Paul and the TAs 

probably would pick up on this tendency and think negatively of her based on that.  

Minseong: How much do you think the TeachNet responses help them to get to 
know you? 
Goldy: It’s good and it gives, it shows them where we stand. What we agree with 
and what our beliefs are but it shouldn’t be the only factor.  
Minseong: Do you think they are thinking about you based on every possible 
resource they get? 
Goldy: I hope so. Sometimes it feels just like the responses. 
Minseong: When did you get that impression? 
Goldy: Like the ones where he puts in class and discusses them. The article that I 
didn’t like.  
Minseong: Did you perceive that way or actually did they say that way? 
Goldy: A little bit of both. Just how they responded to my response. 
(Goldy, 5/11/04, the fourth interview) 

Somehow, from her interactions with Paul, or sometimes the TAs, she could not feel 

validated and valued. She even went further and said, “Paul is not going to write a best 

recommendation for me.”  

From what Goldy perceived and said in the interviews, she was not able to author 

her better or best self through her dialogic encounters with Paul. Her image of herself did 

not seem based on what Paul thought she was good about, but seemingly based on her 

worries through actual or written contacts with him. No matter that Paul knew the best 

part of Goldy, somehow it did not come through to Goldy. She could not trust Paul in her 
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relationship with him and Paul also seemed to fail to meet her with engrossment and 

motivational displacement, preventing them both, Goldy and Paul, from overcoming the 

barrier in their relationship. 

Summary 

As implied before, with caring environments, the cared-for realizes that he or she 

is welcomed and seen as a contributing person, confirming himself or herself as a 

valuable person. As Noddings described, the cared-for “grows and glows under the 

perceived attitude of the one-caring” (1984, p. 67). This experience with being cared for 

by someone, she claimed, will teach the cared-for to tell the difference between being 

received and being ignored. Feeling this difference can help author or build the best self 

in the cared-for with a strong sense of “good” from being accepted by a caring person. In 

this study, I could observe several instances in which Paul’s attitudes or actions were 

perceived by students to reflect his caring and this made a differential effect on them. 

When they perceived Paul’s caring for them, students tried harder to work with their own 

students, becoming confident with themselves, and they authored themselves as better 

teachers imagining their own classrooms in the future. However, when they did not sense 

his caring, students seemed to struggle in dealing with an image of themselves that was 

fully accepted by Paul, thus impeding them from confidently seeing or authoring their 

best self. 

 

Theme 7: Dialogue in CMC as an Enriched Environment for Constructing an 
Ethical Ideal  

As discussed in Theme 6, with their work being validated and confirmed by their 

teacher’s written comments, students came to see themselves through the care of their 

teacher. At the same time, for the teacher, CMC afforded opportunities to author his 



 155

identity as a caring teacher in relation to his students through dialogical interactions. 

Although I have already alluded to the fact that students could see and construct their 

better or best self through confirmation and validation by their teacher, what I want to 

focus on in this theme is the possible contents of their best self, that is, the ethical ideal, 

developed through dialogic interactions not only with their teacher but also with class 

readings. 

The ethical ideal refers to a vision of best self (Noddings, 1984, p.80). Even in 

difficult situations where caring is at a minimum, a person with an ethical ideal follows 

his or her sense of “I must” and tries to maintain and enhance caring in the situation. 

Because, according to Noddings, the self is a relation and because we have many 

relationships, selves are under continual construction through encounters of all kinds 

(Noddings, 2002). Thus, various types of interactions such as are potentiated by CMC in 

a classroom setting can also be sources for building the ethical ideal. 

In this study, through dialogues with their observation on how and what Paul 

responded to in their postings or even how examples used in class readings were dealing 

with issues in the real world, students seemed to enter a place in which dynamic 

interactions among their several selves took place to construct their better or best self. 

This was shown in several ways. 

First, the students in this study, when they responded to other classmates’ 

postings, seemed to imitate the style and tone of Paul’s comments. Although none of the 

students ever mentioned this explicitly, their responses seemed almost always to match 

how Paul typically responded to comments. Although reading others’ TeachNet postings 

and incorporating them into their own writing was strongly encouraged by Paul, 

sometimes students went beyond this and engaged in responding to their classmates. 

When Lily responded to Jody’s posting, she sounded very responsive and seemingly fully 
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engaged with what Jody had to say. Even though it was nearly at the beginning of the 

semester, students seemed to learn very quickly how to respond to each other from their 

teacher, indicating they were feeling and thinking with the person to whom they were 

responding. 

From: Lily /Re: The Importance of the Act of Reading / To: Community Lit. 
Tuesday, February 03, 2004 1:41:37 PM 

Jody writes: 
I really enjoyed reading this article. I felt like the author was describing a love 
story between reading the world and reading the words. I really enjoyed the 
personal touches and feelings that the author added to this chapter. I totally agree 
with you that the author was describing a love story between reading the world 
and reading the words. That is a really great connection you made. 
 In the opening lines the author said, "Reading does not consist merely of 
decoding the written word or language; rather, it is preceded by and intertwined 
with knowledge of the world." WOW! That is an absolutely amazing quote. That 
really is an awesome quote. I think that if children can relate what they are 
reading to the real world and even more to their own world, we will get children 
taking a more active role in reading. I totally agree. Also with all subject areas. 
This does not only apply to children but to everyone. There are so many things in 
life that are easy to just go through the motions or go through it without 
understanding it. Reading is one of those things. It is so important that reading is 
related to each individual persons world, and that there is a relationship between 
the text and their world. Reading is also much more enjoyable when we can 
relate to it. I am often so bored with reading when I can't relate it to anything. I 
understood and could relate to so many of the reflections that the author made to 
his childhood. And I found myself just like Melissa reflecting on how I read the 
world as a child. 
 This quote stood out to me for several reasons, mostly because I felt it 
could be applied across every subject in school. I think back to elementary school 
when I was learning the multiplication tables and I remember my teacher having 
us as a class say “1 times 1 is 1, 1 times 2 is 2, 1 times 3 is 3, etc” out loud in a 
sing-song voice. She felt that the best way for us to learn our multiplication was to 
memorize the answers, and then explaining the concept of multiplication after the 
fact. I always felt that this was backwards, but since I am looking back I can say 
that it was not detrimental to my learning how to multiply. When this sentence is 
applied to reading, it makes me think that the student should be more in charge of 
his reading attempts than the teacher telling the student what to read and how to 
read it. I remember experiencing the same thing with multiplication tables. I 
just thought about that after you mentioned it. I see this in my class now. They 
are working on learning patterns. I feel most of them don't understand and they 
are just trying to memorize it. 
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Lily’s responses embedded between Jody’s words seemed to bring up the image of Paul. 

She expressed her enjoyment in agreeing with what Jody felt about the reading, and 

added her own observation about kids’ reactions to multiplication tables in the classroom 

where she was participating as a preservice teacher.  

Not only by observing their teacher in CMC, but also by observing the examples, 

bad or good, introduced in the class readings, students were able to discover their better 

or best self imagined from the readings. In addition, Paul’s words about their struggling 

or negotiation while responding to the readings seemed to take them further to have a 

sense of facing the reality of teaching. Out of various topics students had been exposed to 

during the semester, I have selected three topics with which they seemed to engage 

actively, the importance of storytelling, the perceptions of non-reading or illiterate 

parents, and high stakes testing, to present further my point about.  

In responding to The Need for Story, Grace was reminded of her reactions to her 

brother’s telling a story at the dinner table. Having read how important a storytelling was 

to each individual person in terms of shaping his or her life and the world around, she 

began to realize how she had not been very responsive to her brother while he was telling 

a story.  

From: Paul Jones / Re: The Need for Story / To: Community Lit. /Monday, 
February 09, 2004 9:42:02 PM 

Grace writes: 
……….In our family, at the dinner table we would tell our stories about our day. 
We used to get so annoyed with my little brother when his story would drag on 
forever. Now looking back on that, I realize how important that story time was. 
this is so great that you can reach back and see this . . This was his way of 
connecting to us and becoming the focus of the table. exactly He would share 
what was important to him. These stories are a way of expression and a way to 
share feelings and emotion with others. My students love to tell me stories about 
what they have done. This helps me to form an individual connection to each 
student. I also learn about them as individuals, their interests, hopes, dreams and 
relationships with others. 
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Through a dialogue with the reading, she was able to see what might have been involved 

in the storytelling of her brother. She began to realize that, through telling a story, her 

brother shared what was important to him with his family, which could have been his 

way to connect with other family members. Further, she seemed to reach toward her 

future students who would love to tell her stories, with increased understanding of the 

significance of storytelling. She seemed to anticipate how this understanding of 

storytelling would influence her interactions with her future students. In his comments to 

her, Paul also sounded excited with her reflection on her past self and further construction 

about her future self as a teacher. 

Another student, Allison, also went through a similar process of transforming 

herself into being more aware that stories can both empower and constrain voices by 

instantiating a story about one of her friends. 

From: Allison / "The Need for Story"/To: Community Lit./Monday, February 09, 
2004 1:46:49 AM 

……..Often times when I am listening to one of my friends who loves to tell 
stories, I find myself wondering how the story is relevant to me or what the point 
is to the story. Instead I should realize that my friend just needs to tell her story 
just like Anthony needed to tell his story about the starfish.  
…….. In addition, Syson and Genishi remind, "Stories have the potential for 
empowering unheard voices- but stories can also constrain voices(4)." This 
statement reiterates the extreme importance of storytelling. Not only can telling 
stories encourage students, but also the rejection of stories can discourage and 
teach them to be silent. For many students one simple rejection or halt of their 
story will stop them from sharing in the future. In our classrooms we should work 
on building the walls of communication up instead of tearing them down. Syson 
and Genishi clearly make this point when they write, "Stories, and thereby aspects 
of children's selves, can be silenced if listeners (including teachers and peers) do 
not appreciate the diverse ways stories are crafted and the range of experiences 
they tap(4)." 

Now her appreciation of stories became connected to the possible consequences of “not 

listening to others.” Through reading the arguments of the authors, she was able to see 

teachers’ rejection of kids’ stories as silencing aspects of their selves. 
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In addition to opening their eyes to what stories would do to children, there was 

another topic student teachers deeply processed with emotional engagement over several 

weeks, which was their perception of non-reading parents dealt with in regard to family 

literacy. Students seemed to be shocked that there were illiterate parents who did care 

deeply about their children but who had been labeled as uncaring. As Jody said in her 

response to Invisible Minority (Kozol, 1985), students began to recognize the struggles of 

illiterate parents.  

From: Paul Jones / Re: Invisible Minority / To: Community Lit./Tuesday, March 
02, 2004 7:30:31 AM 

Jody writes: 
………"I want to help my children with their homework, but I can't." These are 
powerful and sad words shared by an illiterate parent. I can't even imagine the 
struggles of a parent who is illiterate and can't help their own child. All parents 
ever want is the best for their child and to help them succeed. I can't even imagine 
how frustrating it can be for a parent that is not literate. it makes us think about 
the idea of "they just don't care" . . not true………….. 

Even further, Paul showed his dislike of the wording, illiterate or non-reading, one used 

to describe those parents, as stated in the following. 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Examining the Literacy Perceptions of Non Reading 
Parents / To: Community Lit. / Tuesday, March 23, 2004 11:50:28 AM 

Ann writes: 
 Although this article was rather short, I believe that it presented a very 
important message, thus I would rate it a 2. The topic of non- reading I really hate 
this term . . "non-reading" or even semi. . even this literate parents is one that 
finds very little support from the general public.  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Examining the Literacy Perceptions / To: Community Lit. 
Tuesday, March 23, 2004 11:55:03 AM 

Lily writes: 
I think this article was a real resourceful article to read. As a future teacher it is 
important to realize that many of my student's parents will be illiterate. ouch .. 
how can we talk about this without such a harsh . . label?  
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----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Family Literacy Education / To: Community Lit. 
Monday, March 29, 2004 4:49:27 PM 

Allison writes: 
  We must remember that each child's parents have been involved in their 
child's life as a teacher on a different level. Some home environments may be 
more inviting to literacy dependent on the parents own literacy level along with 
their involvement with their child. good word choice . . we have to be very 
careful not to devalue anyone for their parenting. . but recognize important 
differneces.  

Rather than devaluing parents with difficulties in literacy by using words like illiterate or 

non-reading, Paul wanted the students to view this issue in terms of the existence of 

variation in parenting.  

Students grew in their appreciation that, although there seemed to be a lack of 

involvement on the part of lower SES parents in their children’s schooling, they, as future 

teachers, should not judge them but strive to understand them first. 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Supporting Lower SES Mothers' Attempts to Provide 
Scaffolding / To: Community Lit./ Tuesday, March 23, 2004 11:59:42 AM 

Melinda writes:  
 I really appreciated this article and how the author dealt with lower SES 
parents by instead of just telling them what they needed to do, but showing them 
how to be better literacy role models to their children (248-249). that's the 
point . . I think that too often teachers and the like don't understand - or don't try 
to understand - why lower SES families seem to lack in involving themselves in 
raising their children. This is not to say that all lower SES families are not 
involved in their childrens' lives - I've seen so many that do. you must keep this in 
mind . . not prejudging . . learn However, the author here takes a good look at the 
root of the problem. She doesn't judge the parents, but introduces new ways of 
doing things. Maybe these lower SES families don't know any different. Perhaps 
that is how their parents reared them. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Family Literacy Education / To: Community Lit. 
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Monday, March 29, 2004 8:39:03 PM 

Susan writes:  
………Second, when in the study by Yaffe and Williams when they were 
discussing cultural misperceptions. The white family advocate had assumed that 
the African American woman didn't recoginze the importantce of a program they 
were working on. I think this is hurtful in not only literacy progams but any 
situation you approach. If you come in with preconcieved notions, instead of an 
open mind you are always going to view things from your narrow-minded 
perspective. expect caring parents. . and open channels of communication to 
learn. 

In the two postings above, responding to students’ increased awareness of literacy 

perceptions among parents, Paul stressed how important it was to value all parents and 

view them as caring parents. Then, he commented to one student’s postings, “We need to 

learn more about them [parents who do not value reading] before we step into the effort 

of trying to change them.”  

Other than the issues dealt with so far, students were also exposed to different 

issues influencing their view of literacy. Although students were not yet involved fully in 

classroom teaching, through reading the class readings, they could often see the reality of 

teaching indirectly, becoming frustrated or overwhelmed. Nora, in responding to Delpit’s 

article, was surprised that even with the best intentions of Delpit for her students, the 

environment she created did not work for her black students.  

From: Nora /Subject: Skills and Other Dilemmas / To: Community Lit. 
Wednesday, May 05, 2004 7:18:18 PM 

………I was really surprised when I read about Delpit's first years of teaching- 
how when she employed what she knew to be the best practices in her classrooms, 
the white children succeeded and the black children fell behind. I was really 
surprised by this. I always assumed that if you create a classroom with the best 
learning environment possible, everyone will have a fair chance to succeed. 
However, Delpit found that the environment she created acted as an obstacle to 
her black students……. The thing that I am most frustrated about after reading 
this article is that most of the time, our classrooms will contain a mix of different 
races and cultures. How do we teach so that we are giving every student the 
greatest opportunities and the focused instruction that they need? 
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Although Nora in a later part of the posting not quoted here did show a good 

understanding of why the environment might not function well for Delpit’s black 

students, she felt worried about the reality in which she would have a mixture of students 

with different backgrounds, which she would have no choice but to face.  

A final large concept that influenced the students was that of high stakes testing. 

The reality of testing also began to dawn on the students more and more seriously. As 

they read their assigned article about testing, students began to know the potential of how 

high stakes testing could distort their teaching in their future classroom, away from their 

desire to serve the learning of their own students. 

From: Cecilia / Subject: High Stakes in Reading / To: Read Asses & Dev 
Tuesday, April 27, 2004 11:35:08 PM 

 Although I realized the TAAS had a lot to do with curriculum and 
students’ futures, the extent of its effects never really hit me until I read about the 
scales concerning the “extreme if not sole reliance on TAAS results as the data 
source in guiding planning, decisions, and action” (341). It’s sad and shocking to 
me. As I move closer to teaching, the reality of this testing becomes more and 
more heavy and serious. Despite this, I hope to teach creatively and responsively 
as best I can around this “teaching to the test” reality.  

Responding to students’ worry about their future teaching taking place in such a 

seemingly harsh testing reality, Paul stated in and out of CMC settings that he wanted 

them to deal with the situation, not be driven out of teaching, also expressing his 

confidence about their being able to handle the challenge.  

From: Paul Jones / Re: The Need for Story / To: Community Lit. 
Monday, February 09, 2004 10:01:12 PM 

Carol writes: 
……How can we be sure that each child CAN make connections to the stories we 
are reading in our classrooms? If the population is so diverse, it seems like it 
would be impossible for every child to be able to connect to the story and other 
students’ responses to the story. IF YOU ASK THIS QUESTION WITH A 
PASSION . . .YOU WILL FIND A WAY.  
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

From: Paul Jones / Re: TAAS in Texas / To: Read Asses & Dev 
Wednesday, April 28, 2004 5:25:37 PM 

Melinda writes: 
……So we have to be the ones to stand up and make a voice. We need to be 
advocates, challenge the government, and not allow ourselves to “negotiate” our 
students’ success in exchange for other material things (teacher pay raises or 
district funding because of low-performing students). We need to stand up for 
who’s important and those with a lesser voice in this – the students. this is the 
whole point . . as long as you are focused on and serving students you will be 
effective. . I know it’s easier said than done. After all, we are all so busy already, 
it just seems easier sometimes to just keep things the way they are and not fight 
about it. I hope I will strive to have the energy to do something about high-stakes 
testing (and other issues that may arise) when I am a teacher (and as a parent too).  

In responding to Carol’s and Melinda’s postings, Paul stated that they would be effective 

and find a way to deal with the reality of testing, even though it looked very complicated 

for them at the moment, so long as they remained focused on their students “with 

passion.” What Paul had said in his comments above might have sounded simplistic or 

optimistic to the students. However, it seemed to show his trust or belief in them that, 

even though it would be stressful, they would be able to face and deal with it, as Michelle 

said in her fourth interview: 

I definitely think he’s like a no nonsense kind of person so I mean, all the articles 
when you ask him like “oh, I don’t know how I’m going to be able to do that as a 
teacher.” He’s just like “you’ll do it.” He’s just real, like, certain and that makes 
me feel good because that means like he believes in us. So I was glad that he told 
us all about it and he’s like “I know this is stressful. I know this is bad but deal 
with it and don’t let it get you out of what you love.” I don’t think he necessarily, 
like, really supports testing. He just knows it’s there. Deal with it kind of thing. 
(Michelle, 5/6/04, the fourth interview) 

What he seemed to trust in his students was that, if they had in mind what they had 

learned in class and their teaching practice, they would become smarter and smarter at 

each moment, which was expressed well in one of his comments to Monica’s posting. 
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From: Paul Jones / Re: "Windows into Literacy" / To: Read Asses & Dev 
Wednesday, February 18, 2004 7:58:53 AM 

Monica writes: 
……. “The most basic reason to conduct literacy assessment is to gather 
information in order to plan literacy instruction. This assumes a view of teaching 
as a process of making decisions about curriculum on the basis of observations 
about students’ strengths, needs, and interests,” (1). This is so important, not only 
for our students, but for ourselves. Assessing and other testing observations aren’t 
just for the students; the assessments will help our instruction as teachers to notice 
where our own strengths and weaknesses are within our curriculum. right . . it's 
always about the moment , but recognize that with each instance we become 
smarter as teachers about assessment and about teaching  

Summary 

As shown in this theme so far, through various dialogic interactions with the 

authors, their teacher, and their experiences in CMC, students seemed to be able to find 

and construct their better selves. While responding to the class readings, students deeply 

engaged in negotiating with the perspectives or views presented in the readings, 

sometimes with very vivid examples. As they tackled the issues presented in the readings, 

their understanding of each issue was extended to cover more complicated questions than 

before. This new understanding did not seem to come just from being exposed to new 

perspectives. Rather, it was likely from a process of building their new identity as a 

prospective teacher, one involving dynamic dialogic interactions among their several 

selves from the past, current, and future. While responding to class readings, their several 

selves were weaved in what was being presented or argued in a given reading, further 

going on to build their future self as their better or best self. Paul also seemed to be 

encouraging them and elaborating on what they said whenever they were in the process 

of reflecting back, being aware of, and reaching forward to their selves. 

I usually try to jump on it and say that’s important that you are aware of that, your 
awareness of your own personal history shapes your teaching and your 
philosophy and shapes your action and the more that you’re aware of that you can 
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make adjustments to it. Uh, rather than just recreate it without, kind of blindly 
recreate it. Which is what we know a lot about teaching, that people just teach the 
way they were taught. And they do it blindly without even realizing that that’s 
what they’re doing. And so we try to work a lot with that kind of narrative idea. 
(Paul, 4/15/04, the second interview) 

Thus, it seemed that dialogue occurring in CMC can provide an enriched 

environment for students to dialogue with other selves, challenging their current selves. 

Their teacher’s written comments helped them see better selves to author their ethical 

ideal through dialogical processes. Moreover, they seemed to learn how to listen to others 

from looking at how their teacher responded to CMC postings. This was evidenced by 

how students often copied the way their teacher responded when responding to other 

classmates’ postings. 

 

Summary of the Themes 

As the seven themes have illustrated, dialogue in CMC seemed to have its own 

power to engage students and the teacher in an encounter with each other. Although each 

theme seemed to function as the previous step for the next theme, there was a dialogic 

relationship among the themes underlying students’ and the teacher’s words in CMC, 

with which the phenomena described in the seven themes influenced one another, not 

necessarily in sequence. Students and their teacher either could or could not enter into a 

caring encounter in CMC at each moment because of a dynamic dialogue with their 

previous relationships with each other. For some students, they could remain in a caring 

relationship with their teacher because of an established trust in him even when they did 

not feel cared for by the teacher at that moment. However, for some students, in spite of 

the teacher’s intention to care for them, because of their mistrust in some part of him, for 

example, some doubt of his openness to students’ thoughts, they had difficulty in entering 

into a caring relationship with him. Thus, moment by moment, when they joined each 
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other through dialogic encounters, the teacher and students constructed and reconstructed 

their relationships based on their dialogue with multiple sources. I will explore the 

relationships among the themes in the next chapter when describing the model I 

constructed of “Caring as enacted within a dialogic involvement, with ever-negotiated 

trust.”  
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Chapter 5. A Model Of Caring As Enacted Within A Dialogic 
Involvement With Ever-Negotiated Trust 

 

This chapter is organized in two sections. In the first section, I describe a model 

of “Caring as enacted within a dialogic involvement, with ever-negotiated trust” in CMC. 

In the second section, I illustrate in more detail how the model represents the different 

ways that caring relationships can be enacted in CMC by focusing on three focal students 

and their teacher. 

 

OVERALL DESCRIPTION OF THE MODEL 

 The main purpose of this study was to explore the nature of teaching-learning 

relationships in CMC drawing on Noddings’ views of caring and a Bakhtinian 

perspective on dialogic encounters. Throughout the analysis of data, I focused on 

identifying themes that described students’ and their teacher’s experiences and 

perceptions in CMC especially in terms of their relationships with each other.  

After identifying the themes, I looked for relationships among the themes, which 

led me to identify a central theme of the data that helps to explain the significance of the 

study. To decide on the central theme, I considered what theme could unite the other 

themes together to form an explanatory whole. After repeatedly reviewing the categories 

representing the themes and the relationships among them derived from the original data, 

I determined that “Caring as enacted within a dialogic involvement, with ever-negotiated 

trust” was the most dominant theme and was situated at the center of the relationships 

among all of the categories and themes related to students’ and the teacher’s experiences 

and perceptions of teaching-learning relationships in CMC. Once the central theme of the 
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study was chosen, other categories were organized around the central theme, and the 

theoretical model of the study emerged (Figure 5.1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.1 Theoretical Model “Caring as Enacted within a Dialogic Involvement 
with Ever-Negotiated Trust” 

 

Context: Sociocultural Context, the Cohort as Learning Community, and TeachNet 
Space 

In this model, the impact of the outer areas of a dialogic encounter, that is, the 
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independent, but assumed to be inherent in every utterance and dialogue. As Gee (1999) 

stated: 

Language has a magical property: when we speak or write we craft what we have 
to say to fit the situation or context in which we are communicating. But, at the 
same time, how we speak or write creates that very situation or context. It seems, 
then, that we fit our language to a situation or context that our language, in turn, 
helped to create in the first place. (p. 11, italics original) 

The sociocultural context was presented in Chapter 4 in part as a description of 

the reasons why students entered in the reading cohort, the teacher’s background 

characteristics, and the students’ ethnicity and ages. The reasons that brought students to 

the cohort were found to play an important role in students’ interpretation and perception 

of their teacher in the classroom as well as in the TeachNet and the work required for the 

cohort. The teacher’s background characteristics such as his philosophy of teaching or 

previous experiences with other cohorts influenced the design of the courses and his 

perception of each individual student.  

In the model, as an aspect of the cohort, the TeachNet space also had impact on 

the unique ways of producing dialogue or enacting textual interactions. For example, the 

time by when students were supposed to post their responses, the essential elements that 

were supposed to appear in a posting, the structure or appearance of the teacher’s 

responses to students’ postings, all of these influenced the TeachNet postings.  

As briefly described so far, the dialogue in TeachNet was situated within the 

social, historical, cultural, and contexts in which it occurred. I will not incorporate all 

possible contextual effects into the description of the model, but rather, focus on some of 

them such as the reason students entered the cohort, their perceptions of the cohort and 

their teacher, and the teacher’s experiences with prior cohorts, to illustrate the model 

although other contextual effects are assumed to have had particular impacts on the CMC 

dialogue. 
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As illustrated in Theme 3 in Chapter 4, students entered the reading cohort with 

their personal background factors such as whether they chose to be in the cohort, their 

expectations about the cohort and its leader, Paul, and personal beliefs or motivation 

about becoming a reading teacher. These factors seemed to play an important role in how 

students perceived their experiences in the cohort and interpreted the words of the teacher 

in CMC, leading to the building of trust in their teacher. When students’ expectations 

about the cohort were considered to be actualized, students seemed to trust what their 

teacher had done for them, even when they had some doubts about him. For the teacher’s 

part, Paul also met the students in this cohort with certain expectations based on his 

previous contacts with other cohorts. From these expectations, he interpreted and tried to 

understand each individual student. When the words or developmental paths of students 

were predictable in terms of his past experiences, he would be patient with the students 

even if they had not performed at the level where he would want them to be. However, 

when he was not able to understand students even with the all possible resources he could 

refer to, he would start to worry about those students.  

 This dynamic process of building trust in the teacher or in individual students 

from the interaction between expectations and the reality that occurred at every moment, 

further influenced whether this dialogic encounter would develop into a caring encounter 

as described later. 

Dialogic Encounter: Addressivity and Answerability 

Although I did not always make it explicit in the seven themes I described in 

Chapter 4, I noted the driving power of dialogue immanent in students’ and the teacher’s 

utterances. Sometimes I expressed this as the power of dialogue. Drawing on Bakhtin’s 

terms (Emerson, 1986; Volosinov, 1973), this power might be explained in terms of the 

addressivity and answerability of utterances. According to Bakhtin, any utterance is itself 
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dialogic because when a speaker or writer uses words, he or she cannot help but envision 

how listeners or readers would react to what he or she has written or said (Holquist, 

1986). Addressivity, the quality of turning to someone for a response, is essential to the 

construction of an utterance.  

In this study, students constructed their posting with some anticipation of 

receiving responses from their teacher, sometimes their classmates, or the TAs. This 

anticipation led them to respond to the class readings in certain ways. For example, 

Michelle looked forward to Paul’s response to a connection she had made in her posting 

because she knew he would be excited about it. 

Yeah. because I mean anytime we have a connection he’s excited about it. I hope 
for it. (laughter) (Michelle, 4/8/04, the second interview) 

Sometimes, this anticipation made her try to connect her life to a given reading even 

when she felt there was little with which she could connect. 

I wasn’t really interested in this article. I understood the article and I was reading 
it but I couldn’t, like, it is mostly, like, facts and stuff, so I tried to just write about 
things, like, I personally. Because I couldn’t write about the article, because I just 
couldn’t get it out of my head, like, out of my mouth, so I just tried to write any 
personal things that had happened so I wrote a lot of, like, personal stories. More 
than I was analyzing actual pieces. (Michelle, 5/6/04, the fourth interview) 

In comparison to addressivity, the state of answerability refers to the responsible 

state of the self in a dialogic encounter (Bakhtin, 1990). To understand another person’s 

utterance requires one to orient oneself with respect to it, to lay down his or her own 

answering words (Volosinov, 1973). As Noddings (2002a) also echoed, “dialogue always 

involves attention to the other participants,” and “one important aim of dialogue with 

others or with self is understanding the ‘other’ with whom one is in dialogue” (p. 17).  

 For example, while responding to their teacher’s comments to their postings, 

students were in the process of understanding the words of the teacher, at the same time, 

answering to them with “their life,” (Volosinov, 1973).  
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Yeah, but I remember the first time we posted. (laughter) His comment on one 
thing I wrote was that’s not what they were saying at all. And I was, like, ‘oh.’ 
(laughter) ‘Oh, man.’ I wrote back to me and I was, like, ‘OK,’ I reread it. That’s 
true. That is one of those times when I had not very much time and I was trying to 
get everything done and I didn’t get to read it as early. (Cecilia, 3/10/04, the first 
interview) 

Minseong: If you don’t understand his comments, what do you do? Do you think 
more or just forget or skip it? 
Debora: I try to look at it. I try to go back and reread what I wrote and then try to 
see if those comments make a little bit more sense….most of the times I’ll just 
look and see if uh, what his thoughts are on mine. But I usually think that, you 
know, I’m glad that he responds to it because it makes me feel like what I’ve done 
is worthwhile. (Debora, 4/8/04, the second interview) 

The teacher was also moved to respond to students’ postings with his 

answerability, something revealed by a state which allowed him to be in dialogue with 

students’ words, responding to them with all “his life.” This was well expressed by 

Allison’s words in response to Paul’s comments to one of her postings. 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Creative Teaching / To: Community Lit. /Monday, 
February 23, 2004 10:22:59 AM 

Allison writes:……This week I am bringing Luis a non-fiction book about 
whales in hopes to further his interest in reading. Just by simply finding children's 
interests we can open the curiosity PERFECT . . she calls it "creativity" but 
curiosity is an excellent word choice. into the literacy. Sylvia reiterates this point 
when she writes, "A child doesn't make his own mind. It's just there. Your job is 
to see what's in it. (58)." 

It just shows that he like reads every single word and thinks about every single 
word because I think a lot of people wouldn’t have even picked up that I used a 
different word there… I think you learn to look at the articles with an open mind. 
A lot of times because when he adds things in a lot of times he’s saying, you 
know, look at both sides. Uh, I think he challenges you to look deeper into things 
and uh, try to make connections with experiences you’ve had. (Allison, 3/10/04, 
the first interview) 

With addressivity and answerability interwoven in the students’ postings and the 

teacher’s responses to them, the students and the teacher entered into a dialogic encounter 

in which their selves could meet each other. Even when addressivity and answerability 
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were minimal, each utterance had the potential of actualizing a dialogic encounter at any 

moment. 

Ongoing Negotiation of Trust  

As I illustrated in Theme 3, trust in each other seemed to play an important role in 

transforming a dialogic encounter into a caring encounter. Trust, as revealed from the 

data analysis, seemed to be the outcome of interactions between one’s expectations and 

the reality they experienced. In order to understand and interpret the teacher’s words, 

students, with answerability, could not help but depend on resources available to them 

such as their expectations or perceptions of their teacher established from previous 

contacts with him and how the reality they were facing met their expectations or 

perceptions. For example, Jody, from her contacts with Paul in the TeachNet or in-class 

meetings, came to trust Paul in terms of his availability for responding to students’ 

questions.  

And it’s nice to know that if you have a question about something, he’s always 
checking it [TeachNet] and he’ll respond back to you and uh, you know, he 
doesn’t just like just respond back to your questions. Someone we’ll write 
something and he’ll write a little funny comment. So that is good social 
interaction and it kind of brings everybody together. (Jody, 3/23/04, the first 
interview) 

Further, Jody extended her trust in Paul to her future life, saying: 

I am confident in that I think when I graduate, even though he won’t be our 
teacher anymore we’ll be graduated that he seems like he is the type of person 
that if you were to say, “teach that to me” that you can have, forever, like, he 
seems, like, the type of person if you were to TeachNet him, you know, a question 
about something or whatever that he would be excited to answer. You know, to 
help you out or just to hear from you and, you know, that makes me excited and I 
just hope that I can get the knowledge to be the best teacher that I can be. (Jody, 
3/23/04, the first interview) 

The teacher also used his expectations built from his contacts with previous 

students in order to understand the current students, trying to put his answering words to 
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their own. When his expectations fit well with the reality he was experiencing, for 

example, understanding the students’ words in TeachNet, he could build his trust in the 

students in terms of where they were and where they would go next in their learning, so 

that he came to know what kind of help he needed to provide to a particular student. For 

example, Paul came to see Debora’s strengths from his observation of her tutoring and 

the community service project, although he was not always satisfied with her TeachNet 

postings because of the lack of personal connections made in her writing. Dialoguing 

with his past experiences with previous cohorts, Paul was patient with her, anticipating a 

positive change in her. 

There’s no question mark on Michelle. There’s no question mark on uh, Debora. 
They just need more space for their personalities to come out a little bit. And it 
really does happen next semester. (Paul, 4/15/04, the second interview) 

Trusting each other played an important role for developing a caring encounter. 

Dialogic encounters between individual students and the teacher did not always develop 

into caring encounters. Trust was the catalyst needed. No matter that the teacher had good 

intentions about a student, unless the student could feel at least some sense of trust in the 

teacher, the student could not sense the encounter to be caring. For example, in response 

to Paul’s frequent comment, “let’s talk in class,” Goldy sometimes felt nervous because 

she had some doubts about Paul’s being open to different perspectives although some 

students anticipated his addressing the issue in the classroom. 

Minseong: Whenever you saw, “let’s talk in class. We talk more on this”. What 
do you think about the comments? “Let’s talk more in class.”  
Goldy: I get kind of nervous sometimes. If it’s like OK, for example, with the 
learning to read is natural. He saw that I disagreed. It was clear and that many 
responses were negative and another article I responded to negatively was validity 
and reliability. That article and in that article I mentioned, you know, this is the 
second article I’ve given a poor rating to. He responded back with saying uh, by 
saying “let’s talk more about this in class.”… (Goldy, 3/05/04, the first interview) 
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In a similar way, when the teacher did not have enough trust in a student in terms 

of interpreting where the student was and predicting where she or he was going, he found 

it difficult to feel and think with the student, thereby blocking a dialogic encounter from 

developing into a caring one. As evidenced in Tina’s case before, her little appreciation 

of cultural differences troubled him in embracing and receiving her fully as she was 

because he, as a teacher, had his own strong beliefs and perspectives about culture that he 

wanted the students to take on.  

As I tried to show from my discussion of the themes and this section, dialoguing 

with trust always seemed to take place from within a dialogic encounter. Thus, trust 

became a bridge connecting dialogic encounters to caring encounters.  

Caring Encounter  

In a caring encounter, the teacher entered into dialogue with his answerability, 

trying to feel and think with the students by letting himself be available to them or 

orienting himself to the needs of the students. This is the state of the one caring in a 

caring encounter, engrossment and motivational displacement. For the part of the 

students, while responding to the words of the authors of their assigned readings, their 

answerability in the dialogue allowed them to reveal themselves in terms of their growth 

in becoming reading teachers as well as their appreciation of what the teacher had 

provided for them, which is the role of the cared-for in a caring encounter, reciprocity. As 

the one-caring, the teacher always seemed to turn to the students for some response to 

whether his caring for the students could make a change in their learning and becoming 

future teachers (addressivity). As soon as he noticed any sign of growth in a student or a 

student’s appreciation of his caring for him or her, he responded to it with his answering 

words, saying, “They made me want to be a better teacher.”  
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When the students felt cared for by their teacher and they began to show their 

reciprocity, such as by revealing themselves freely and genuinely or appreciating what 

the teacher had done for them, the teacher’s caring began to stretch itself to place him 

continuously in the states of engrossment and motivational displacement. Through the 

reciprocal cycle of students’ reception of their teacher’s caring and the teacher’s trying to 

maintain his caring, this caring encounter became a place where students were able to see 

their better or best selves, the part of themselves that was validated or valued by the 

teacher’s words. For example, in responding to Paul’s comment, “That’s a great 

realization,” Ruth was able to see her work in the cohort as worthwhile and to shake 

away her doubts about the overwhelming amount of work, becoming grateful that she had 

stayed in the cohort. 

That’s what I like. The praise. It makes me feel like my work is, it is worth it and 
I am where I belong. The first week I had a lot of doubt and I was very upset and I 
called my mom and I was just, it was just over my head in all the work, and it was 
so overwhelming and it just seemed like I was in the wrong place, and I talked to 
my mom and she said, “just stick with it. Stick with it” and I’ve never, you know, 
sat with Paul and talked about it because it wasn’t to the point where I was really 
going to get out of the cohort but this [the praise] just makes me be grateful that I 
stayed in. (Ruth, 3/5/04, the first interview) 

And the teacher also could author his better and best part by seeing students’ hard 

work directed to their own learning and to the students they tutored.  

Minseong: Does it influence you as a teacher, does it change you when you see 
their hard work? 
Paul: Does it change my? Oh, I’m sure, yeah, I’d say it changes, yeah.It makes 
uh, it makes you want to work… my job is to serve them. And I take that 
seriously. That’s my job and if they’re not being successful, if they’re not getting 
prepared the way they need to get prepared, then it’s my fault. (Paul, 4/27/04, the 
third interview) 

By mirroring themselves through each other, students and the teacher could 

author themselves to be a better or caring teacher at each moment.  
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Ethical Ideal as Outcome 

As depicted in the model and in Theme 7, from both the process of authoring 

themselves through caring relationships between students and their teacher and the 

dialogues with class readings that triggered dynamic, dialogic interactions among their 

several selves, the students constructed their ethical ideal as prospective teachers. 

While they were reading and responding to the readings for each week, students 

revisited and reinterpreted their past experiences, reflecting on earlier readings and on 

experiences with previous teachers or their parents.  

From: Lily /Subject: Mexican Immigrants From El Rincon /To: Community Lit. 
/Monday, April 19, 2004 3:35:27 PM 

I enjoyed the story about Rita, a Mexican mother. "She is deeply sorry that as a 
young mother she missed important intimate moments with her young children, 
such as hugging them when they were asking for affection because she was 
always too busy or tired." She needed to work in order to support her family and 
this came at a high cost. I think it would take some much strength to admit this. I 
felt so bad for the Rita and her children. I can't even imagine not having my 
mother around. When I was growing up she was always there. My father on the 
other hand missed out on a lot. My father worked and was still in school. When 
my father was around he was studying in his study room and we were not to 
disturb him. I can't relate to not having a parent around at all times but I can relate 
to not having my father around very much. It's amazing the sacrifices we will 
make for our children.  

By doing this, they actually entered into dialogue with other selves represented in 

the readings or in their past life and their current selves, constructing their imagined 

selves to draw on better selves modeled in the image of other selves found in the 

readings. Also, their teacher’s written comments embedded in their words helped 

students see the part of themselves that the teacher would project in the image of 

prospective teachers, leading them to author their ethical ideal as shown below.  

From: Paul Jones / Re: Windows Into Literacy / To: Read Asses & Dev 
/Thursday, February 19, 2004 7:24:44 AM 
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Melinda writes:  
……When I was going to school, if a student had to attend a student-parent-
teacher conference, that meant you were in trouble. There a stigma attached to it, I 
guess. Also, as far as the parents, they may feel uncomfortable too in this type of 
setting. Being called into the school may automatically trigger some apprehension 
in the parent(s) that their child is not fitting in to the classroom in some fashion. 
This may affect different cultures differently. right ... great points. . that's why 
our contacts (early in particular) need to frequent and positive . . focused on 
strengths. 

The dialogic nature of the process of building an ethical ideal also shows 

addressivity and answerability. By using Bakhtin’s words (1990), students in this study 

answered with their own lives. That is, they brought their past, current, and future lives 

into the postings, what they had experienced and understood in the readings or in their 

teacher’s comments, so that everything they had experienced and understood would not 

remain ineffectual in their lives. As they did so, they built an ethical ideal that fed back 

into a caring encounter, as indicated by the arrow in the model. 

In the following section, I illustrate the theoretical model in detail by using three 

focal cases.  

 

ILLUSTRATION OF THE MODEL USING THREE CASES 

In the sections that follow, I describe the model through a recounting of three 

cases, Michelle, Nancy, and Goldy, out of my five focal students. The reason I chose 

these three cases was that the data for each of them represented interesting and 

contrasting perspectives on and experiences with their relationships with their teacher and 

also that their data were relatively rich in comparison to the remaining two cases.  
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Michelle 

Michelle was someone who seemed to remain in a caring encounter in TeachNet 

most of the time, building her trust in the teacher from the beginning of the semester. She 

entered into a dialogic encounter with Paul with strong answerability to the extent that 

she could see herself even through just one-word comments from him. This made her 

enter into the process of authoring herself, her ethical ideal, as a prospective teacher 

nearly every time she met the teacher in TeachNet. 

Context: Michelle’s Initial Perceptions of the Reading Cohort and the Teacher 

The reason Michelle entered the cohort was because she wanted to teach first 

grade for which she felt the need to know more about literacy. Thus she minored in 

reading and was advised to sign up for Paul’s cohort. As most of the students in the 

cohort had, she also had heard of the reputation of the cohort and its leader, Paul, “People 

from Paul’s cohort would be ‘completely’ prepared than people who did not specialize in 

something.” 

In the first interview conducted one and a half months after the semester started, 

she said that, although the cohort required a lot of work, all the teachers, and TAs were 

very supportive and cared about the cohort.  

I would say it’s a lot of work. It’s a lot of work but everyone’s fully willing to be 
there. Everyone is so supportive like we have so many helpers and you can just 
tell that when all of ya’ll care about the cohort so much and it just makes us care 
about it more. (Michelle, 3/11/04, the first interview) 

The care she perceived from the two instructors and the TAs seemed to make her care 

about the work required in the cohort.  

She seemed to enter the cohort with high expectation, that she would receive a 

good education from Paul and all the work required in the cohort. This initial expectation 



 180

was in dialogue with the reality of the cohort, in her case, leading her to have a great deal 

of trust in Paul, as illustrated next.  

Ongoing Negotiation of Paul’s Trust in Michelle 

Throughout the semester, I was able to note that Paul’s perception of Michelle 

changed. In the second interview conducted in the middle of April, his impression of 

Michelle was that she was quiet in class and had not revealed herself much in the 

TeachNet space up until then. However, from his observation of her tutoring, he noted 

that she had had a great tutoring experience with her tutee, on which Paul put much 

emphasis. Referring to his past experiences with his previous students, he could see her 

confidence and strengths, that is, from different contacts with her, putting trust in her, 

saying, “She will have the opportunity to shine in the next semester.” 

Michelle is so quiet and almost, almost more, how can I say about her, very quiet. 
Not a lot yet revealed. For me about who she is confident and is having a great 
tutoring experience with just a wonderful kid. And just a great, it’s just fun to 
watch. It’s just been really, really, really very positive…She’s the one I know the 
least. Least engaged with and in touch with her so far. But again I don’t, you 
know, I don’t worry because I’ve got another year with them….There’s no 
question mark on Michelle. She’ll be great. She just need more space for her 
personality to come out a little bit. And it really does happen next semester. I 
mean, I keep saying that but these strong more quiet reserved people tend to really 
come forward uh, when they have the opportunity next semester to shine.  
(Paul, 4/15/04, the second interview) 

This trust, yet fully realized but potential, built from his dialogue between his 

expectations and the reality he experienced, made him patient to watch her come out with 

her voice in the TeachNet space. In the third interview, Paul almost took back what he 

had said in the second interview about her not revealing herself in her postings, “maybe I 

misspoke. She writes with voice.” 

I think her persona’s quiet in class. She very seldom, She’s not outgoing…She 
speaks, she writes with voice. She writes with things that she’s afraid of and 
things that she’s excited about. Uh, what you don’t see is you don’t see it on her 
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face… but that’s not totally fair because when you talk with her, like one on one 
or even if you just get her involved in class, she has a lot to say. I mean, she’s 
quiet but she’s not a wallflower. I mean, she’s got plenty that she’s thinking about 
and her connection, her intellectual background and her readings are wide. 
(Paul, 4/27/04, the third interview) 

This shows that Paul’s initial trust in Michelle had now become stronger from an ongoing 

dynamic dialogue with his newly constructed expectations of her and the reality that was 

here in how she was in class activities and in the TeachNet posting. This continuing 

dialogue, engaged with a state of  engrossment and motivational displacement on his 

part,  shaped what he was looking for and answering to in Michelle’s postings, allowing 

him to look for incidents when Michelle would write with voice in her postings and to 

embed his recognition of it in responding to her.  

Ongoing Negotiation of Michelle’s Trust in Paul  

As Michelle perceived that her expectations about Paul, constructed before the 

semester started, were met with the reality she saw in and out of class activities or 

TeachNet exchanges, she began to build her trust in him very quickly. She appreciated 

the fact that Paul responded to nearly every student, and expressed her desire to take all 

his comments to “heart and soak up as much as” she could when he was available. 

Because, even before I came to the cohort I had heard so many things about him. 
Just how great he was. And I was kind of like, high on a pedestal. I think to all of 
us. So when he takes the time to make comments. I definitely want to take it to 
heart and soak up as much as I can now I have him available. (Michelle, 3/11/04, 
the first interview) 

As everything he had done for the cohort seemed to prove how much he cared 

about and how passionate he was about what he was doing, Michelle’s trust in Paul 

became stronger and stronger. With her strong trust in him, she did not let any of his 

words pass by without putting her answering words on them. As she said above, whatever 

she received from Paul, whether from TeachNet comments, his lecturing, or interactions 



 182

with tutees, she took it to the level at which she reflected back and tried to change herself. 

With such answerability in responding to Paul’s words, she seemed to stay in a caring 

encounter most of the time she entered into dialogic encounters with him. 

How much she trusted Paul was expressed well in her reaction to Paul’s possible 

absence in the second semester, although some students in the cohort felt some relief 

because of that.  

I felt a little disappointed…because he’s the leader of our group. Donna and 
Heather and Martha, they’re all like really good and I like them and I’m glad that 
they’re still going to be there but like uh, I don’t know… Paul’s been at the school 
for a long time. And he has a really, really good reputation. And you know, part 
of the reason to join this cohort is to work with Paul and the fact that he’s going to 
miss like our second semester which supposedly is the hardest. That’s going to be 
sad. (Michelle, 4/22/03, the third interview) 

I wish he was there all the time but I understand because he does other stuff too. 
So I definitely understand. I wish he was there all the time and I’m upset that next 
year he’s not going to be with us all the time.(Michelle, 5/6/04, the fourth 
interview) 

Dialogic Encounter between Michelle and Paul 

How Michelle perceived her postings and how she responded to Paul’s comments 

indicated the nature of addressivity and answerability inherent in constructing meaning 

out of others’ words. When she read and responded to a reading to which she could make 

a connection, about which she had some questions, or when she knew Paul liked or knew 

its author, she found herself anticipating how Paul would respond to her.  

If I really connect, it’s only been like 3 or 4 that I really connected to… then I like 
wait and I’m waiting for what he has to say about that. And especially when we 
read things by people he already told us that he really likes or that he knows, you 
know, the authors. I like to hear what he has to say about them. If I didn’t 
understand something, I just kind of wait to see if he mentions it. And like if he 
explains it a little bit more than maybe the author did or something like that. 
(Michelle, 4/8/04, the second interview) 
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The nature of a given reading calling upon her answerability directed her to attend to the 

Paul, and occasionally from any other response from her responder.  

In response to Paul’s comments, Michelle never seemed to take his words 

superficially. Rather, she tried to understand what Paul meant by his comments by going 

back to reread the part of her posting to which Paul was responding, especially when his 

comments did not seem to agree with her. 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Learning to Read is Natural / To: Read Asses & Dev / 
Thursday, January 29, 2004 7:18:30 AM 

Michelle writes: 
………Another interesting point made by the Goodmans, was that literacy needs 
guidance and help, but not actual instruction. This makes me feel a lot better. 
Because before reading this article, when I thought about what kind of reading 
teacher I would be someday, I always have to ask myself, how exactly do you 
teach someone to read. hmmm. . this bothers me . . instruction is something we 
need to talk about . . I worry if we see "no instruction is good" as an excuse to 
not learn to teach .. I know this isn't what you are thinking . but it makes me 
feel that this logical path is one that is dangerous. ….. 

This was Michelle’s first posting in the semester, a time when students did not yet grasp 

fully what the TeachNet postings were meant for and how Paul would react to them. 

Thus, her first reaction to his words, “this bothers me,” was that Paul might have been 

mad about what she had said and that he might be thinking that she was not going to be a 

good teacher. 

Well, I was, like, “oh, is he mad?” “Does he not think I’m going to be a good 
teacher or something?” So I was just kind of thinking that and because when I 
read this article I remember thinking, like, “wow! They’re really simplifying it. 
They really made it, like, this is good. This is bad.” I think that’s contrasted what I 
got to what he got from it. And when he commented it really made me, I read it 
again. I was, like, “oh, that’s what they meant by that.” (Michelle, 3/11/04, the 
first interview) 

Although her immediate reaction to Paul’s words, “this bothers me,” was not very 

positive, she tried to ascertain what had caused this conflict between her and his 

understanding of the reading. Thus, she went back to read the part of the reading to which 



 184

Paul had responded and came to understand what the reading and Paul’s comments meant 

with her answering words on why her words had bothered him.  

Later in the semester, as she came to know that the TeachNet space was not 

intended for evaluating and judging students’ postings and her trust in Paul from multiple 

sources grew stronger, her attitude toward his TeachNet comments became constructive, 

one oriented to her learning. 

So I don’t get as worried. And I don’t feel like his comments are like judgmental 
in any way. I kind of write what I think and I look forward to hearing. If he 
disagrees, so I can know because if he disagrees then I know, like, I obviously 
didn’t get it. He picked these articles for a reason and probably because he’s 
really experienced with things. So, sometimes it’s good to get responses because 
that makes me want to understand. I need go back and read it. (Michelle, 3/11/04, 
the first interview) 

Michelle interpreted Paul’s comments in meaningful ways and then, took the points 

deeply to a level at which she could understand underlying intentions of Paul, usually, in 

positive ways. 

As shown so far, Michelle seemed to try to lay down her own answering words to 

Paul’s comments. Whether she could understand him fully or not at the moment when 

she saw his comments, she wanted to meet Paul through his words, making the TeachNet 

space into a dialogic encounter. Further, her trust established from multiple contacts with 

him seemed to make the dialogic encounter between them into a possible place for a 

caring encounter to occur. 

Caring Encounter between Michelle and Paul 

Because Michelle and Paul built trust in each other without much tension, their 

dialogue in the TeachNet space seemed to show evidence that a reciprocal caring 

relationship between them was developing.  
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As shown before, for the first two months of the semester, Michelle was 

perceived by Paul to be one of the students who was quiet and not very revealing about 

herself in TeachNet postings. Thus, when he spotted her voice in her responses, he tried 

to show that he noted and valued it. For example, in one of Michelle’s postings also used 

in Theme 7 that included her connection to Donna’s class, another instructor in the 

cohort, Paul tried to side with what Michelle said by emphasizing her point. 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Examining Literacy Perceptions / To: Community Lit. / 
Tuesday, March 23, 2004 8:09:13 AM 

Michelle writes:  
……This article gave me a different perspective on attitudes of parents towards 
their child's education. Last week in Donna's class we read articles about this very 
subject and I chose a quote for my golden line that was very similar to this article. 
It was something like all parents want success for their children. hold on to this . . 
despite what you might hear, this is the assumption you must make . . This line 
made me realize even more that even though some parents may not show their 
involvement in school like the teacher would want it, all parents care about their 
children and want them to be successful in the future.  

From this posting, Paul began to notice Michelle’s voice coming out. 

I watch for this because this is new and a connection with Donna because that’s 
new. We’re getting more connections this year between those, but nothing that’s 
really done. This is sort of the beginning of her coming out a little bit. I mean, if 
you look back through her comments this is the first time she’s really sort of taken 
a stance, I think, and I thought this isn’t very strong but at least it’s a start. And 
this [the points she made] is, even this is even more so. (Paul, 4/15/04, the second 
interview) 

As I described, from the dialogue between his past experiences with previous students 

and what Michelle had shown in her tutoring and postings, the reality, he constructed his 

initial trust in Michelle that she would reveal herself later, although she was not very 

open at the early part of the semester. This beginning trust shaped his answerability in 

responding to her postings and directed him in terms of what he was looking for in 

Michelle’s postings and how he responded to her. When he found what he was looking 

for in her posting, he wanted to express his acknowledgement and recognition of taking 
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her own stance with voice, an evidence of engrossment and motivational displacement. 

Michelle also revealed her reception of his caring by appreciating this comment, “His 

comment made it [her point] more important.”  

Michelle also interpreted and responded to Paul’s comments with answerability. 

As stated before, Michelle took Paul’s words, even just one word, as meaningful to her. 

By doing this, she easily received Paul’s care and concern about her in a constructive 

way, which led her to see the part of herself that was validated by Paul.  

From: Paul Jones / Re: Learning to Read is Natural / To: Read Asses & Dev 
/Thursday, January 29, 2004 7:18:30 AM 

Michelle writes: 
……..This article connects to what I am learning in my Technology, Literacy, and 
Culture class currently. What??? What class is this????? I need to hear more. 
We learned that written language actually came from a counting system. Tallies, 
Tokens, and Tablets, were a way for keeping track of goods, time periods, and 
other important information which was necessary at the time. So because of the 
need to use this information over space and time, written and universal symbols 
needed to be developed. So again, function over form… 

Paul’s interest in another class she was taking in the semester and his mentioning this 

again in the classroom was perceived by Michelle as verifying what she felt about 

herself, “I am learning about this somewhere else, too,” which made her feel special at 

the moment. 

I was really excited when I saw this because I think this was the first day I had 
gone to this class and it really connects to our cohort. Just all the classes in our 
cohort and so I wanted to tell him about it just to, like, kind of brag. Like, I’m 
learning about this somewhere else too and he, like, actually noticed and wanted 
to hear about it. And then again, in class he said the same thing. “What? What 
class are you taking? Tell me about this and keep me updated?” I was, like, “oh, 
yeah.” It makes me feel special. (Michelle, 3/11/04, the first interview) 

Her reciprocity of his caring was shown in her posting from her realization of the 

significance of class activities, especially, at La Esperanza, in the following example. 
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While responding to Family Literacy Education (Hendrix, 2000), she came to recognize 

the possible vision that La Esperanza might pursue, one found in the reading.  

From: Paul Jones / Re: Family Literacy Education / To: Community Lit./Monday, 
March 29, 2004 4:34:38 PM 

Michelle writes: 
……..I had so many connections to this piece. First of all, Ms. Wilson my teacher 
in my Pre-K class told me about a program that exists at McNeil during the day 
for parents of [local school district] students who want to get their GED. A 
student in my pre-k class has her mother in the program and it not only helps with 
the GED, but also with getting her a driver's license, a car, and financial 
assistance. Although it's not the same thing as family literacy programs, it seems 
to have the same goal... to help the parents so they can help their children. Also 
La Esperanza is another example. It is mostly adult literacy but with the new class 
that our cohort is holding, this should shift it more towards family literacy. I am 
so excited about this!!  

Paul, not failing to notice it, expressed his excitement about her connection between 

family literacy and the La Esperanza project. Michelle, although she was not involved in 

La Esperanza as much as other students were, found his excitement about La Esperanza 

in his comments above “rubbing off on her.”  

I think that’s so good because the whole La Esperanza thing that they’re getting 
started. Like, I’m not even a part of it. Like I still go on my normal day. I go on 
Mondays. I don’t do the Sunday thing. And, I mean, he’s just so excited. I’m not 
even doing it and he’s telling me, you know, he is telling the other people in the 
group, too, you know. I think it’s neat because he doesn’t have to be involved 
with La Esperanza. I don’t think the school requires him to be involved in La 
Esperanza. He’s just, it’s just his passion. That’s what he wants to do. And so I 
think that’s great. I think it definitely rubs off on all of us. And it makes me like 
more interested in like what he has to say because he’s going to take his time out 
to work with the community then he probably doesn’t even live in that area. 
(Michelle, 4/8/04, the second interview) 

Paul’s words seemed to have the power of imbuing her with what he thought was 

important and excited about, leading her to see herself in terms of the qualities she 

admired in him.  
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As has been discussed, for Michelle, the dialogue with Paul in TeachNet space 

provided many opportunities for her to feel his caring through his TeachNet comments. 

Because she was not an outgoing person in the classroom, she did not feel that she 

received much attention from him in the classroom. As she said during the member 

checking, “If I wasn’t there [in TeachNet], I wouldn’t get any [of his caring],” she felt 

special attention from Paul directed to her, not to the cohort as a whole, in TeachNet 

although she perceived generally his caring and passion for the cohort as a whole from 

observing him during in-class meetings. 

For Paul, Michelle was one of the students who made him pleased to see their 

development over time, which can be the best reward for teachers. Here is what he said 

about Michelle in the fourth interview:  

I think I’m more and more. Michelle is just, you know, I think that’s something 
that’s come with time and interaction with her. She is wonderful. She’s strong. 
She’s thoughtful. She’s deep. She’s genuine. She’s.. I mean, she’s a dream child. I 
mean, and I’ll tell you, we have dream teachers [cooperating teachers in the 
second and third semesters] and those dream teachers get these dream children. 
She’s one of them. …When we started off early, it’s trying to get a sense of where 
they are, who they are, where they’re coming from and getting into hearing…It 
takes me awhile to hear the voice in their writing. And for some people they write 
in very voiceless ways. And from most of them it takes awhile for them to sort of 
get to the point to know that writing with voice is what’s really valued in this 
whole exercise. (Paul, 6/17/04, the fourth interview) 

I could see his excitement from watching the process in which Michelle developed as a 

prospective teacher, which, according to Noddings (1984), would strength his 

maintaining the state as the one caring with engrossment and motivational displacement. 

Ethical Ideal 

Michelle entered into dialogue with the readings and Paul’s words with strong 

answerability to the level of seeing her selves through the dialogues and constructing her 

better or best self. Through the words of the authors of the readings, she could see how 
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she was by mirroring herself against the words of the readings. For example, in 

responding to Family Literacy Education (Hendrix, 2000), Michelle was reminded of the 

part of herself that took others’ opinions without questioning.  

From: Paul Jones / Re: Family Literacy Education / To: Community Lit./Monday, 
March 29, 2004 4:34:38 PM 

Michelle writes: 
……..This article was very interesting to me because I never really thought about 
family literacy as a bad thing. I never actually thought about the negatives of a 
program that has a main goal of getting everybody to read. But after reading this 
article, it is nice to get a new perspective on this issue. Because I want to be a 
Reading teacher, and literacy is very important to me, I should not just accept the 
positive question everything . . I love the notion of being critical but no 
cynical . . .ask questions because we can learn. , I should take off the blinders 
and learn about the positives and negatives of literacy education. 

Before reading this article, she had never thought about negative aspects of family 

literacy programs. However, as she saw the points the author made about the negatives of 

the programs, she began to realize that she needed to be aware of both the positives and 

negatives of literacy education because she herself felt that she had some tendency to be 

“gullible.” 

Because I’m such, I guess, gullible. Like, if I read an article and, articles are 
someone’s opinion or it’s their persuasion. So if I read it, I just automatically in 
my head. I’m, like, “oh, OK, so that’s how it is,” until I read another thing that 
says the opposite and then I’m, like, “oh, I guess that was just her opinion.” So I 
wrote that in here that I’m so used to just accepting it. I didn’t even realize that 
there’s a different perspective out there. So the fact that he noticed, like, you 
know, I was saying I should not but in my head I was thinking, ‘oh, I do that.’ 
And then he’s, like, ‘yeah, keep that up.’ (Michelle, 4/8/04, the second interview) 

In addition, Paul’s comment, “Question everything. I love the notion of being critical but 

no cynical [sic]. Ask questions because we can learn,” made her certain that she needed 

to ask questions about what she thought was obvious. From her reflection on this posting 

of hers, the words of the author and Paul’s encouraged her to construct her better self, in 

this case, one that would be aware of different perspectives about an issue. 
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Another example of her realization of her current self was when she used words 

loosely. Whenever Paul picked up on such words “just,” or “obvious” that she had used 

without thinking about what they meant, she began to feel that she needed to use her 

words more carefully. 

He said that three or four times in my things at least, so yeah. I notice that he’s 
very precise when it comes to, like, if you ever put “just this”. He’s, like, “just?” 
“Why isn’t that important?” Sometimes it’s in my natural speech. I’ll say, “oh, 
that was just,” not emphasizing it….I think it helps me to, like, sit back and think 
again. It helps me notice words that people may take different. I think it will help 
me especially in the future if I was at a conference. Because he notices, like, the 
smallest thing, so I think that’s good though because if we didn’t have him 
noticing then we would constantly say “just” and him think because that might get 
us in trouble a little bit later. So I think he’s kind of stopping it now. So I like that 
he does that. I like, I like that he cares enough to read it and pick one word out 
and like comment on that one word…If we have, like, something you’re always 
doing and it’s hard to break that pattern. (Michelle, 4/8/04, the second interview) 

Now that she identified herself with a prospective teacher, not just as a student, she 

seemed to accept that each word she used was important to express what she wanted to 

say, which seemed to develop her better self out of dialogue with Paul’s words.  

As other students constructed their better or best selves through dialogue with the 

readings and Paul’s words dealt with in Theme 7, Michelle also entered into a dynamic 

dialogue among her past, current, and future selves in her postings and when interpreting 

Paul’s words. She developed a deeper understanding about some important topics such as 

literacy, storytelling, assessment, family literacy, high stakes testing, and so on. Also, 

Paul’s belief in the students of the cohort that they would be able to deal with the reality 

of such issues as high stakes testing or illiterate parents seemed to make her build the 

attitude that Paul wanted them to have, “Deal with it. Don’t let it get you out of what you 

love.”  
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Nancy 

Nancy was a student who valued personal connections with the teacher and her 

classmates, especially in actual face-to-face interactions, which may not have been 

unusual in these students.  In spite of her high trust in Paul, because she did not value 

very much the TeachNet postings for her own learning as well as for a place where she 

could get to know Paul personally, written exchanges between her and Paul did not seem 

personally or deeply connected to her. This aspect of her became an obstacle for her to 

enter into a dialogic encounter with answerability. Thus, in her dialogic encounter with 

Paul, his TeachNet comments were not perceived by Nancy to have specific meaning to 

her, which made the process of authoring herself through Paul’s words rarely based on 

his words in TeachNet but rather based on her general impressions of what she had 

learned from him and the coursework.  

Context: Nancy’s Personal Background and Initial Perception of the Reading Cohort 
and the Teacher 

Nancy’s religious background seemed to influence her in terms of how much she 

could devote herself to the cohort and how she interpreted what was going on in the 

cohort. She was a Christian. Her father was a professor in a seminary school. She also 

wanted to pursue a career in a seminary school after she would finish her education in 

college. She was actively involved with her church as a leader of a group of high school 

students, so that she could not find time for doing TeachNet assignment except on 

Saturdays. 

Also her religious faith seemed to influence how she interpreted a certain matter. 

For example, she was very upset the first time she heard about Paul’s absence in the 

second semester. However, later, she tried to see it as a lesson that God might want to 

teach through his absence. 
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And I wasn’t really happy about that. But, you know, the other thing is I need to 
stop being so cynical and realize that, you know, I can learn from the other things 
and I think maybe God is teaching me a lesson in pride because I’m very proud 
that I’m in the reading cohort with such a good professor. And maybe not having 
that, that’s a little bit of humbleness and that’s a good thing and, you know, that’s 
what I need to learn. (Nancy, 4/20/04, the third interview) 

Her religious faith as well as her laid-back personality seemed also to influence her 

reaction to the demanding class requirements. In comparison to other classmates, Nancy 

did not seem to be stressed out with all the work for the cohort.  

Concerning the course itself I realize that there’s a lot of work and I am a little bit 
of a slacker. You’ll see that because many people uh, they’ll, they’ll work really 
hard on writing something out or pasting and cutting and putting things together 
for tutoring. ….. But uh, so I haven’t been stressed out if maybe yeah, I’ve not 
been stressed out. And I haven’t been uh, afraid of what’s to come. I enjoy the 
work we have. (Nancy, 3/2/04, the first interview) 

Her attitude was to accept whatever she had done without being very anxious to make it 

look perfect or great. This attitude was also shown in her TeachNet postings. There were 

two times when she did not post her responses to the assigned class readings whereas 

most of the other students did not miss any. When I reminded her of this, she said, “See 

how laid back I am. I forget that I don’t turn something in.”  

As her preconception of the teacher, Nancy had had several unusual coincidental 

meetings of Paul. Even before she had entered the cohort, she had met him as a person, 

not as a professor. As she worked as a waitress in a bar, she had met Paul and had had 

friendly talks simply as customer and waitress. Separately, as a student in the College of 

Education, she had met Paul at a meeting when all cohorts had been introduced. With her 

interest in becoming an ESL teacher due to her mother’s influence and wanting to receive 

the best education possible, she was told to go through this cohort by her advisor 

although it looked very demanding and involved lots of work. After several visits to 
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Paul’s office asking for an opening, finally she was accepted into the cohort. This shows 

that she entered the cohort with high expectations about her learning. 

Her initial expectations of Paul came from her contacts with him as a person in 

the bar and from her observation of him as a teacher. As a person, he was friendly and 

sincere and, at the same time, knowledgeable and passionate about what he was doing as 

a teacher.  

Oh, well, I met him. I met him as a human being before I met him as a teacher. So 
he was a regular, very friendly uh, he gave good tips. (laughter) Money. Money 
for waitressing and uh, he’s very sincere and he’s very passionate about what he 
does. I guess I really appreciate him. Uh, I think I wish I knew more of his past. 
But for the most part I just think he’s a great teacher. I know that I will learn a lot 
from Paul. (Nancy, 3/2/04, the first interview) 

For her learning, she wanted to receive the best education from Paul, especially 

learning through watching real examples such as how he interacted with children for 

tutoring. 

You know, I’ve always wanted, uh, I really learn by example and so I would like 
whenever he comes and sits down with me while I’m tutoring with the kid and he 
does something with the kid to where, I’m like, “oh, I never thought of doing 
that.” Uh, that’s just how I learn though. Uh, in a lot of ways and so I guess what I 
want from him is honestly the best education that he can give me. Uh, you know, 
I’m paying for this. I would love to and I realize that like 80% is what I do. So uh, 
you know, that’s kind of like telling myself I’d like the best education possible. 
But, yeah, his example in the classroom. Which he does with us but I’m just 
curious like with smaller kids. (Nancy, 3/2/04, the first interview) 

She was also excited to be in the cohort anticipating that she could learn more about each 

classmate. 

It’s exciting. I’m excited I have, I’m interested in getting to know my, my group 
really well. I want to go a lot deeper in friendships even uh, in just knowing a lot 
more about the girls and about Conor. (laughter) The guy. The token guy. I just I 
appreciate people and I’d like to do that. (Nancy, 3/2/04, the first interview) 

From her expectations of the cohort and of Paul, she seemed to appreciate real 

interactions with her classmates, the teacher, even her tutee, wanting to know them 
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personally. Also, for her learning, she seemed to place more focus on learning by doing 

or observing live examples rather than TeachNet activities as I will illustrate in more 

detail later.  

Ongoing Negotiation of Paul’s Trust in Nancy 

Paul’s initial expectation about her was constructed from their interesting 

connection at the bar as well as what he had heard from his previous students who had 

written him to recommend Nancy as a student who the cohort might need.  

Nancy’s a hoot. She’s the one that wrote our bar story. I met her in a bar. It was a 
bunch of coincidences. She’s just a bubbly person. The kind of kids you like to 
have in a cohort because she kind of makes people laugh. Uh, and then I had 
several people from previous cohorts write me and say “you’ve got to get her in 
your cohort. She’s like so on and so on.” So I had to go out of my way and pull 
some strings to get her in. Uh, and she’s even more than what I’d hoped for in 
terms of being uh, lively, hardworking, just a generous, just part of what you want 
in a cohort because, you know, cohorts, they need personality and Nancy brings 
lots of personality to the group and she’s everybody’s buddy. (Paul, 4/15/04, the 
second interview) 

As he saw that Nancy brought life to the cohort with her lively personality, something 

that satisfied his initial expectations of her, Paul began to trust Nancy as one who played 

an important role in the cohort. Her lively, genuine, and outgoing attitude was also 

evidenced in her TeachNet postings as I will show later. As Paul stated in the fourth 

interview, he was pleased with her presence in the cohort to the level of saying, “she is a 

gem.” 

Paul’s trust in Nancy extended to the TeachNet posting such that he interpreted 

her postings as “always good,” so that when she posted something that was very clearly 

deviant from what he expected from the assignment, he found it easy to excuse her. For 

example, in the third interview, Paul wondered about one of Nancy’s postings, saying, “It 

didn’t seem very Nancy.” 
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Something Nancy did the other day that I was kind of, like, it didn’t seem very 
Nancy. It seemed like it was quick and it was surface level. But I don’t know if it 
was a response. I can’t remember and I just expect it was a bad day or something 
for her. (Paul, 4/27/04, the third interview) 

Although Nancy’s posting was not very good, one seemingly written quickly and only at 

the surface level, rather than forming a negative evaluation of the posting, Paul tried to 

understand the possible reasons for her not-very-good posting. Paul’s trust in her 

constructed from his expectations of her and the reality he was seeing in the posting made 

him enter into dialogue with answerability. In this example, he wanted to answer why her 

particular posting was not as good as her other postings, which made him generous in his 

evaluation, preventing him from being judgmental or evaluative at the moment. 

Ongoing Negotiation of Nancy’s Trust in Paul and the TeachNet Posting 

Nancy’s expectations about the cohort and Paul seemed quickly to build a 

developing trust in him drawing on her contacts with him. This was shown in her reaction 

to one of Paul’s frequent TeachNet comments such as “we will get to it in the next 

semester” and “It will become a major theme for us next year.”  

Well, it definitely tells that Paul is competent in all he does. (laughter) It seems 
like, to me, I just think he must eat, you know, sleep and breathe, you know, this 
cohort. …. I put a lot of faith in him and a lot of trust in him and because I trust 
that he has done this for awhile and on top of that, you know, he has, he knows 
everything that he’s doing. You know, like, he has got that future perspective 
down to, you know, a fine art. So he uh, he is quite prepared it seems like, you 
know, for anything. I feel good about that he is our leader. (Nancy, 04/06/04, the 
second interview) 

Nancy’s trust in Paul never seemed to fluctuate. Rather, she always liked and admired 

him as a person and as her teacher, being generous in her every evaluation of him. Even 

in reaction to his “manly” and blunt style of communication, she thought it was simply an 

expression of his ambitious aspect that came through as a style by which some students 

felt “intimidated.” 
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Nancy: It is he’s ambitious. Like, his manly nature but it comes out. 
Minseong: Doesn’t it bother you, like, that kind of his attitude? 
Nancy: Uh, no, I kind of like it. You know, yeah. 
Minseong: You like everything. 
Nancy: I should, I should get angry about something. 
(Nancy, 5/4/04, the fourth interview) 

Her liking and strong trust in him was seen in her disappointment about Paul’s 

anticipated absence in the second semester. 

I’m upset that Paul is not going to be our teacher next semester because I’m 
paying for a teacher who won’t be here. You know, so, you know, and like 
Martha will still be teaching and, you know, Heather and Donna but that’s like not 
our teacher. That’s not our professor. You know, Paul is a professor because he, 
because of his credentials. Sadly enough I just see there’s a credential, uh, he’s a 
professor. Uh, he’s apparently from this just by looking at it right off the bat a 
better education for me. And so when I think about, you know, like I fought to get 
in this cohort. Uh, for a better education and now he’s leaving and so I’m not very 
happy about that. For me also think about uh, how about observing this class next 
semester again but without Paul, I have no reason to do this…. Just kind of 
throwing us all for a loop. (Nancy, 4/20/04, the third interview) 

Her trust in Paul was also influenced by her general perception of him in the 

TeachNet space. She was amazed just by the fact that he responded to nearly everyone. 

Yeah, it’s nice to look and see that someone has looked at what you’ve read, I 
mean, what you’ve written and commented on it. I find it [Paul responded to 
nearly everyone] amazing. And at first I was a little cynical, you know, I was like, 
‘how could you possibly read every single one of these?’ but, you know, he’s 
found little things in each one that he picks out. So I don’t know, I just feel like he 
must have a lot of time on his hands. (Nancy, 3/2/04, the first interview) 

However, she did not appreciate the TeachNet posting for her own learning or as a place 

where she could personally get to know people, although she believed that writing 

revealed who someone was to a certain degree. 

Nancy: Writing in general only tells us so much about someone. Like when I read 
uh, a book by, you know, C.S. Lewis, I only know so much of what he means. 
You know, I know what he thinks and how he feels about things but I don’t know 
how he interacts when I’m standing next to him and so yes, Paul is different in the 
classroom because it’s an addition of who he is. 
Minseong: Without any kind of face-to-face contact with Paul, you cannot get to 
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know him? 
Nancy: No, I don’t think so. (Nancy, 3/2/04, the first interview) 

Nancy: Probably because we’re not face to face. You know, it’s so much easier to 
uh, I don’t know make things less personal and it’s not personal. You know, like 
they’re not next to you. Words are powerful though. I don’t want you to think that 
they’re not, you know, I appreciate words. I love letters. I think uh, a person who 
can articulate themselves well like whenever they’re writing something, I 
appreciate that. I think that that’s, you know, that gives you insight into uh, their 
intelligence. Uh, or what they what they believe but at the same time, you know, 
like for this, you know, passion does come once in a while but it’s, like, it’s rare 
for me because I don’t I don’t get totally passionate about [TeachNet posting] 
Minseong: OK, so you just see and then forget? 
Nancy: Yeah. (laughter) (Nancy, 4/6/04, the second interview) 

Rather, she preferred to have activities involving face-to-face contacts because she felt 

much more personal connection in these interactions than in the written exchanges on 

TeachNet. Thus, Nancy’s passion did not come out in the TeachNet space. 

In addition, for her learning, she was interested more in learning by doing or by 

actual example than reading and writing such as was involved in the TeachNet postings 

as stated before. For her, the TeachNet posting was “a grain of salt.” 

Uh, for myself, maybe, it’s just my lack of enthusiasm but I don’t really 
remember too much of what I write, you know. Because I kind of take, I kind of 
take this work as a grain of salt, you know, like, what matters to me is like, you 
know, actually tutoring or actually experiencing something. 
(Nancy, 4/6/04, the second interview) 

But I don’t totally pour myself into an essay. Uh, but I do uh, you know, like, I 
really pour myself into tutoring time and so, like, when people tell me what I’ve 
done in tutoring, like, that means so much more to me. (Nancy, 4/6/04, the second 
interview) 

With such little appreciation of TeachNet postings, she did not devote herself to 

writing her entries, which made her unconfident about the quality of her postings. 

I was an English major when I first started. And I know that I could write some 
incredible essays if I really tried and spent a lot of time on it. But I don’t know. I 
don’t feel like I really push myself uh, concerning the essays. Uh, because I just 
don’t spend a lot a lot of time on them. (Nancy, 4/6/04, the second interview) 



 198

As revealed later, without trusting the TeachNet posting as a place for her learning or for 

personal connections, she was not able to be fully involved with Paul’s words with 

answerability as implied in her words. 

If I really, really poured myself into an essay, then I would really value what he 
said to me. (Nancy, 4/6/04, the second interview) 

However, she appreciated that Paul’s bringing students’ TeachNet postings into in-class 

discussions.  

Because he can elaborate a little more, you know, if he never even talked about it 
then it would be ridiculous. It would just be like it’s really is just like brushing my 
teeth, you know, I just do it and no one cares.(Nancy, 3/2/04, the first interview) 

She even wanted hers to be quoted in class and felt good when one of her postings was 

brought into a classroom discussion. 

Yeah, it, I mean, and for the most part sometimes for myself its kind of, you 
know, whenever they put the little thing up on the board and they go through 
insightful comments that people have made in the classroom. Uh, you know, 
you’re always hoping that yours is up there. (Nancy, 3/2/04, the first interview) 

I felt good because they pointed out, you know, like something that, you know, I 
had done. That I had written. That helped the classroom, you know, understand a 
topic better. (Nancy, 4/6/04, the second interview) 

It seems that, despite her little appreciation of the TeachNet postings, when it was used 

for in-class discussions, she valued the use of the postings. 

Dialogic Encounter between Nancy and Paul  

Although Nancy herself did not perceive her TeachNet postings as being as good 

as other classmates’, her actual responses to the class readings were full of voice and 

connections expressing her stance and excitement. She captured a given reading well in 

terms of main points and its significance to her teaching and life. Other classmates and 

Paul also noticed this quality of Nancy’s postings. One of the students, Ann, was 

fascinated by Nancy’s writing. 
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Nancy writes really beautifully. I think she writes really beautifully and very 
much so and just she comes up with phrases that are off the wall. They’re not 
common phrases but they make her writing so interesting.(Ann, 3/3/04, the first 
interview) 

Paul also did not seem to think of her as someone who did not value TeachNet postings 

very much because he always thought of her postings as being sincere and having her 

voice. For Paul, Nancy was one of the students who “wrote with full voice right from the 

very start,” and was “always going to put a smile on your face.” For example, in the 

following response to Reading Transaction (Rosenblatt, 1983), Nancy expressed how she 

was thinking with ease showing her active involvement with the reading. 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Reading Transaction / To: Read Asses & Dev/Wednesday, 
April 14, 2004 11:04:42 PM 

Nancy writes: 
 Okay, I'll admit it. After reading the sentence, The question, "What for?" 
is asked, consciously and unconsciously, by every reader encountering a text," I 
felt something very strange. I guess all this talk about a "relationship" between 
text and reader gave me the slight inclination that the text itself was replying to 
my earlier thoughts on it. A relationship! A relationship is a give and take. It is a 
two way street of interaction, depth, and strangely enough.....perhaps a 
transaction. Rosenblatt makes sense to me and struck me that her idea of a "good 
read" was one where both entities essentially worked. So yes, it is a relationship, 
but not just any....it's one where "the whole person is involved." She then goes on 
to predict that those types of readers - the fully engaged, relational ones - will go 
on to emulate that discipline in their regular routine. ok . . you are a convert!
 Next comes the dynamic of language. I can not help but add that I am a 
fan of this woman's use of words. She is telling us that language and words draw 
out thoughts, feelings, emotions, memories and dreams - all the while using 
phrases like "evocation of meaning" and "selecting from the reservoir of thought!" 
It's really quite beautiful. Concerning the truer subject at hand, a reader 
(according to William James' theories) has a stream of thought every second of 
every day. I feel like human beings are very anthropocentric; thinking heavily on 
themselves and their own particular lives. These thoughts are sometimes 
sensational given a text that "draws from the reservoirs" of their minds. I can 
guarantee you that most times I read a novel I recall and drink from that memory. 
Reading really is a transaction (across action) passed back and forth. A reader 
holds and approves the text while the text coaxes the reader to have sensation.
 Last but not least I read about efferent and aesthetic processes of mind 
while reading a text. Of course there were categories/examples for each of these 
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stances. An efferent stance wrapped itself up in cook books, science reports, and 
textbooks. The reader read to walk away with allotted knowledge, analytic 
concepts to be applied, and perhaps a test to take. An aesthetic stance focuses 
mainly on what is being lived through during the reading. Sensations, rhythms, 
and thoughts deepen - poetry comes to mind (as an aesthetically pleasing piece). 
After reading through this information I could not help but think, "Dang, I hold an 
aesthetic stance to too many texts." In fact, I think I'm reading aesthetically right 
now with this one! I am marveling more at how it's making me think and feel 
rather than writing down tons of facts to spew out later! It's quite fascinating to 
experience the "now" so definitely. 
 I suppose I questioned the "efferent bias" section of Rosenblastt's article. I 
realize that there will always be textbooks out there that only demand one thing 
from the reader. However, even in reading it (a textbook) an aesthetic stance can 
form. she agrees with this If I'm not making a strong argument, I apologize. I 
suppose I'm just thinking that putting these two stances into such blatant 
categories gives us less of an opinion of our own. Either way, this article gave 
incredible insight into my way of reading and processing. I LOVED how reading 
is a relationship - making it so much more personal and enjoyable. I'm holding up 
the Number One card (that means I give it a one). Rosenblatt is where it's at! 
PERFECT 

Although Paul did not respond to her with much praise in his comment other than 

“perfect,” actually he loved her whole response. 

Uh, this one was oh, she was one of only two people, I think, that actually 
responded to this reading. OK. I just love the way, I love that paragraph. I just 
think that’s she’s.. the idea of that in reader response we’re really talking about a 
relationship of a person with the text or the author is a new way of thinking for 
them and she really put it up, put it together nicely, I thought. And I just loved 
anything. I mean, I loved that whole response. (Paul, 4/27/04, the third interview) 

Nancy also felt good when she received positive comments from Paul, and 

enjoyed reading Paul’s comments to other classmates in order to figure out what he was 

excited about and what he thought was important.  

I love looking at my cohort members’ writings and ideas but I’m not really 
discouraged by the comparisons. So whatever he gives, whatever words he gives 
to others it doesn’t matter but you are looking for what he values. 
(Nancy, 4/6/04, the second interview) 

However, Nancy took Paul’s comments to students’ postings as something like feedback 

on an assignment, not as something from which she could get to know him as a person. 
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Nancy: Why do I look at Paul’s comments? 
Minseong: You want to know him more?  
Nancy: Um, not so much. I think I just uh, want to know uh, what is deemed good 
in our class and what may not be so good in our class. I guess, knowing 
boundaries. Yes, well, I mean, hopefully. But uh, on the other side it doesn’t 
affect me so much in my writing. Like I don’t, I don’t sit down and think to 
myself I need to….I guess I’m looking at feedback. And it’s kind of like 
whenever you are, I mean, it’s assessment of how your teacher saw your paper 
and then an assessment of how he saw others and then, you know. (Nancy, 4/6/04, 
the second interview) 

Having developed some criteria from his TeachNet comments, she could write her 

postings following the guideline given to the classroom at the first class meeting without 

putting much time and effort into it. 

I’ll read through a little bit and then I’ll just, you know, like, I’ll see points that I 
like and then I’m, like, OK. All right. Now I’m done. You know, it’s never, like, 
“how does this relate to my life? How could I do this?” And sometimes if it 
comes and it’s, like, oh, this relates. Then I type it but it’s never, like, I don’t, you 
know, spend hours and hours working on it. (Nancy, 4/6/04, the second interview) 

As described before, her little investment in posting on TeachNet seemed to lead 

her to expect little from Paul’s responses, if anything. 

Minseong: Do you anticipate his comments? 
Nancy: Uh, sometimes no. Uh, you know, sometimes it’s, just, I’ll be in class and 
I’ll be, like, ‘oh, and I’ll check it [TeachNet].’ Uh, but for the most part I write it 
and then I go to the next thing. (Nancy, 3/2/04, the first interview) 

For me, this attitude seemed to make it hard for her to enter into a dialogic 

encounter with Paul on TeachNet with answerability. In contrast to face-to-face 

interactions with him, in the TeachNet, there did not seem enough incentive for her to 

want to put her answering words in response to his words. Further, her little investment in 

her TeachNet postings resulted in her little appreciation of its influence on how she could 

author herself with the help of Paul’s words in the TeachNet space, as revealed in the 

next section.  
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Caring Encounter between Nancy and Paul 

Generally speaking, from all appearances, Nancy and Paul seemed to be in a 

caring encounter in the TeachNet space because Nancy did her part of reciprocity as the 

caring-for by being free to be herself in her postings and Paul also seemed to enter into 

her postings with engrossment and motivational displacement. However, different from 

Michelle, Nancy’s reciprocity or her process of authoring her best and better self was 

triggered much more by her general impression and perception of Paul, not by his 

TeachNet comments specifically.  

Nancy was very good at revealing herself in her TeachNet postings, an aspect 

essential to how the cared-for can contribute to a caring relationship. Without any 

concern, she seemed to be free to be herself at all times. Even in her first posting, she did 

not seem to be afraid of showing her feelings about the reading and wrote in a 

spontaneous way. 

From: Nancy / Subject: Learning to Read / To: Read Asses & Dev /Thursday, 
January 29, 2004 12:16:47 PM 

…………………..Rating: I would rate this a 3 1/2 in regard to its helpfulness and 
insight into reading assessment. I realize that the article was full of in-depth 
research and whatnot, but following along became difficult at times, which made 
me distracted. Topics did change constantly, which is challenging when trying to 
assess the best idea. I'll be honest, sometimes I wanted to throw my lamp out the 
front window and scream at the article. This was mainly due to my spontaneous 
need for excitement, and really not too much to do with the writing itself.  

By being herself in her responses to the readings, Nancy genuinely showed her 

appreciation of what had been set up by Paul as class activities and her growth in 

becoming a teacher in terms of knowledge and experience. With such honest and free 

responses from her, Paul looked forward to opening her postings, anticipating he would 

smile as he read her posting.  
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Nancy. Always good. Just fun to read. You just look forward to it. I mean, it’s one 
of those ones you look forward to opening because you’re going to smile and 
always, you know, there’s going to be a place where you can smile… (Paul, 
6/17/04, the fourth interview)  

With seemingly reciprocal influences between Nancy and Paul, Paul also seemed to feel 

free to say to Nancy whatever he wanted without worrying about a possible negative 

impact. 

With Nancy, with 99%, not 99, but I know who I can go at directly and say 
“change this, change this, change this.”(Paul, 6/17/04, the fourth interview) 

In such a reciprocal way, Paul could also enter into dialogue with Nancy with 

engrossment or attentive reception and motivational displacement. In responding to 

Nancy’s posting that was due the week before, Paul revealed that he was waiting for her 

response to the reading, showing his attention to her. And furthermore, at the end of her 

posting, he suggested a book that Nancy would like, trying to embrace her feeling of 

being overwhelmed with the reading. 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Invisible Minority / To: Community Lit. /Monday, March 
08, 2004 9:33:02 PM 

Nancy writes: 
 Due to last week and my little mix up, I was asked to comment on Kozol's 
informative article for this week's response. I suppose I remember the shock of 
ignorance shoot through me when I read about the lack of literacy in our country. 
ohhh . . I was looking forward to your response to this . . now I need to look 
back . . …..I guess one could say this article was enormous and had so much 
information I highlighted too much, but after hearing slight discussion on it last 
time in class, I appreciate the research woven into it. Being aware of needs makes 
me proud to be a teacher. I just don't want to feel as overwhelmed as I did after 
reading Kozol's work (which I give a 2 for the useful information). .. read 
Amazing Grace .. I think you would like it . . same theme but richer story.  

So far, Nancy and Paul seemed to conduct their roles as the cared-for and one one-caring 

well enough to call their dialogic encounter a caring one, just by looking at their own 

parts in the written communication. However, one of the interesting aspects of the 



 204

dialogue between Nancy and Paul in TeachNet was seen in the process of authoring 

themselves through each other’s words, especially for the part of Nancy.  

As I have mentioned several times, although she admired Paul’s responding to 

everyone, Nancy did not deeply engage with Paul’s words to the level of connecting 

personally with his words because she did not have enough incentive for being involved 

with the TeachNet interactions. In comparison with Michelle, Nancy generally did not 

seem to take his words deeply enough to let her see herself through Paul’s words at a 

given time.  

This was shown in her reflection on her postings and Paul’s comments while I 

was conducting interviews with her. Different from Michelle, Goldy, and some of the 

other students who had at least several moments where they exactly remembered how 

they felt about and were influenced by his words, saying, “when I saw his response, I 

felt….”, Nancy rarely could remember any of Paul’s comments specifically.  

Minseong: OK. Is there anything you remember specifically about comments? 
His comments? During the past two months. 
Nancy: Not really.  
…… 
Minseong: OK, so you just see and then forget [Paul’s comments]? 
Nancy: Yeah. (laughter) 
(Nancy, 4/6/05, the second interview) 

As Nancy confessed, she did “not care [about his TeachNet comments] as much as” she 

did about his comments about her tutoring. 

Her little investment in the TeachNet postings and thereby her little engagement 

with Paul’s words led her not to author her better or best self based on Paul’s positive 

comments. This was shown in her reaction to Paul’s compliment about the whole 

cohort’s TeachNet posting. One day in the classroom, Paul gave praise to the whole class 

about their TeachNet postings, saying, “Your responses are remarkable, seem to be 
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longer and more in depth, and more elaborated.” However, although she was pleased with 

it, Nancy thought the compliment was not for her 

Nancy: I thought it was really good. I also thought to myself, ‘I don’t think that 
he noticed mine,’ because I don’t feel like mine are very [incredible]… 
Minseong: Why do you think that way? “my postings are not very incredible.” 
Nancy: Uh, because I just don’t spend a lot of time on them. 

However, in contrast, when Paul’s praise was directed to the tutoring, she seemed to 

identify herself as one of the students deserving the praise. 

Minseong: OK, so one day he said to the whole class, “this is the best tutoring 
day I have ever seen. Your body position is very great and you look very 
comfortable. You look more engaged” something like that. How did you feel? 
Nancy: Uh, actually that day, I really had an incredible tutoring time. And Paul 
had actually come by and sat for awhile with me and my kid and so I felt like he 
[Paul] was putting me in the group that he was talking about. So I felt good. 
(Nancy, 4/6/04, the second interview) 

For Nancy, dialogue with Paul in the TeachNet space hardly ever developed into a 

process of authoring her better or best self that was validated and confirmed by Paul 

because she did not perceive herself as deserving praise for the quality of her TeachNet 

postings.  

This was also shown in one of her reflection on Paul’s comments to her posting 

about Reading Transaction by Rosenblatt (1983), of which the whole posting was quoted 

in the previous section. In reaction to the word perfect in Paul’s comment above 

indicating that he appreciated her posting in everyway, Nancy made an interesting 

interpretation, which was very different from other students’ general reactions to similar 

comments by Paul.  

Oh, and “perfect.” Uh, I think just the simple fact that he agrees. And well, he 
likes Rosenblatt and so like he would have given her a 1. His stance on it. 
(Nancy, 4/20/04, the third interview) 

Mostly, students directed his comments such as “perfect” to their own work, interpreting 

that they had done a great job on a particular posting. However, Nancy did not interpret 
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perfect to be praise for her own posting, rather as reflecting Paul’s stance about the 

reading. 

Somehow Nancy did not seem to receive Paul’s confirming and validating words 

about the postings of either the whole class or her own directed at her because she 

thought her postings were not as good as others’ due to her little investment. Nancy 

seemed to be always aware of this part of her as frequently mentioned in my interviews 

with her. In a sense, her own image of herself especially in the TeachNet space, was “I 

was not passionate,” “Mine [her TeachNet postings] was not incredible.” 

However, luckily, there was a moment when she could begin to develop her 

confidence in the TeachNet space. While Paul was lecturing about schema and 

transaction theories of understanding as a reading process, he stated again what he was 

looking for in reading students’ responses, something that he had already mentioned at 

the first class meeting but that students did not especially remember. From knowing what 

Paul was really looking for in TeachNet postings, Nancy felt relieved that she was not as 

bad as she had thought she had been. 

I think that that was a good opportunity for him to express some reasoning behind 
these essays because sometimes I feel like it’s tedious. I’m just, like, why are you 
making us constantly do this but it was also good for him to explain that he wants 
a personal level, like, he sees it as a personal thing. You know, he is reading into 
our work and what does that mean to us and uh, in some ways it kind of made me 
a lot more relieved to write as though I’m thinking. Because I’m, like, “oh, good.” 
I don’t have to write like I’m writing to my English professor. I’m going to just 
write and he’s going to see me through my writing. So I guess it kind of, like, 
made it a lot easier to write with how exactly you’re thinking. … I feel like 
because of that, yeah, I’m writing a lot with more personal thoughts in my way of 
writing. It’s kind of a relief because I feel like in some ways I’ve been doing that 
for awhile. I think that that’s uh, really great… (Nancy, 4/20/04, the third 
interview) 

For the part of Paul, Nancy’s genuine and lively responses revealed in class 

meetings or on TeachNet made his “life [and] teaching joyful.”  
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Oh, she’s one you’d pay to be in the cohort. It’s like I want to go out and get one 
of these and one of those and one of these and one of those and you can’t have 
more than one. I mean, it’s just she’s a joy. I mean, she makes life teaching joyful. 
She’s a joyful person. Uh, she shares that. She’s, I mean, on and on and on and 
on. Unstoppable. Unstoppable. And so I think she just, she’s a gem. She’s a gem 
but she’s a gem in the midst of a lot of shining people. (Paul, 6/17/04, the fourth 
interview) 

As Noddings (1984) said, Nancy’s genuine, honest, spontaneous responses seemed to 

give Paul “a special delight,” in his teaching life. For Paul, Nancy seemed to help him 

experience and see the joyful part of his teaching, providing him with strength to enter 

into his teaching as the one caring. 

Ethical Ideal 

As implied before, Paul’s influence on Nancy was mostly from her general 

impression of him from his words in the TeachNet, or observation of him in actual face-

to-face contacts, rather than his specific words in his comments to her posting at a given 

moment. Overall, she appreciated and was amazed by the fact that Paul responded to 

nearly every student. And she also noticed his openness and the positive aspects of his 

comments to students’ postings.  

However, as other students did, Nancy also showed that, with dialogic 

involvement in reading and responding to class readings, her ethical ideal was being 

constructed through vicarious experiences in imagined struggles with the issues dealt 

with in a given reading. For example, in her response to Making Dialogue Dialogic 

(Fallon, 1995), she saw the author’s struggle for exploring the right methods that worked 

with her students, one that reminded Nancy of her mother’s struggles as a teacher.  

From: Paul Jones / Re: Dialogic dialogue / To: Community Lit. /Sunday, 
February 29, 2004 7:38:39 PM 

Nancy writes: 



 208

 "I wanted to learn more about how writing in the journals might help adult 
learners take control of the written language (138)." Dianne Fallon's honesty, 
from the beginning, caught my attention in her article about making dialogue 
"dialogic." It pertained to her dialogue journals, that initially were well planned, 
but strangely unsuccessful. I appreciated her openness to explore WHY this 
wasn't working with her students. It is a good example to follow within the 
classroom, and also within every day life. I can't help but think about my mother 
and the way she pursued options from all angles when helping her students to 
learn english. that's so great that you can make this connection She would come 
home and say, "Well, that didn't work - on to the next idea!" That's got to be so 
much work, but my how the reward weighs out. Fallon's search through past 
literary educators/critics encouraged me for future inevitables. 

The author’s and her mother’s search through possible resources to figure out the reason 

why their teaching method had not worked and how they had explored possible 

alternatives was perceived by Nancy to be an encouraging element for her future as a 

teacher. 

Although she did not value the TeachNet postings and feel personally connected 

to Paul’s TeachNet comments to her, dialogue with the class readings and Paul’s words 

in TeachNet influenced her in a more implicit way. In my fourth interview with Nancy, in 

answering my question of what she had learned the most out of all class activities in the 

first semester, she said: 

[In terms of] finding games that suited him [Nancy’s tutee]or even assessment 
tools that worked well for just him and I saw that you have to know your student 
before you can really assess them in the correct way. Though I might have read 
that somewhere, I definitely didn’t learn it unless I did it to Aaron and so I learned 
that. (Nancy, 5/4/04, the fourth interview) 

For her, the lesson that “you have to know your student before you can really 

assess them in the correct way” seemed to be one of the essential part of her ethical ideal 

interwoven between what she had learned from Paul in and out of TeachNet, the class 

readings, and her tutoring.  

Similarly, Nancy was able to recognize how much Paul emphasized the 

significance of knowing and understanding the people whom students would work with, 
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whether kids or their parents. This had been mentioned throughout the semester in his 

class lectures and in TeachNet comments.  

I feel like uh, he’s really big on knowing and understanding knowledge within 
education. I mean, I know one of his quotes awhile back was, you know, “I want 
you guys to know everything you can about,” you know, he was, like, “don’t walk 
into a situation without knowing, without knowledge or background history of 
who people are and what they’ve spoken about or what they’ve done.” (Nancy, 
5/4/04, the fourth interview) 

Also, in reacting to what Paul said in class and in his TeachNet comments about high 

stakes testing, “You have to deal with it. I don’t want you to be driven out of teaching,” 

Nancy understood his words by dialoguing with her parents’ words to her. 

You could live vicariously through someone else but when it comes to getting 
your hands dirty, you know, and being in a situation I think it’s wise to handle it, 
and I don’t want to be driven out of teaching. You know, there are some things 
that my mom and dad have said, "there are other things like, you know, it’s 
actually kind of nice to get your heart broken or to be humbled at one point or 
another in your life. Do not get your way because then that gives you a better 
perspective. So maybe that’s what he was saying, you know, “I want you to deal 
with this because it will give you a better perspective.” (Nancy, 5/4/04, the fourth 
interview) 

Paul’s words in class were reinforced by his similar TeachNet comments, 

becoming a lasting impression on Nancy, so that, as soon as she found its significance in 

her teaching or personal life, she was able to bring these words up to construct her ethical 

ideal. Thus, Paul’s TeachNet comments themselves did not seem to have enough impact 

on Nancy’s constructing her ethical idea based on it explicitly because she did not engage 

with his TeachNet comments enough to try to put her own answering words in response 

to Paul’s words. However, in a more implicit way, his words contributed to her authoring 

of herself as a future teacher. 
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Goldy 

Goldy was passionate about the TeachNet postings because she valued being 

exposed to and thinking about different perspectives of teaching or literacy. Her 

expectations about Paul in terms of his openness to students’ perspectives was not 

reflected in some of his comments to her. Her mistrust in this part of Paul influenced how 

she entered into a dialogic encounter with him and how she authored herself through his 

comments.  

Context: Goldy’s Personal Background and Initial Perception of the Cohort and 
Teacher 

Goldy had a different cultural background from the majority of classmates. She 

was from India and had lived in Saudi Arabia for seven years and had traveled to 15 

different countries. Although how her cultural background influenced her way of 

expressing herself or interpreting others’ words was not very explicit in my data, I rather 

want to assume its influence on her. She had passion about writing and had had some of 

her poetry published, which was one of the factors that made her very enthusiastic about 

the TeachNet posting. 

Because Goldy was randomly assigned to the reading cohort, she entered the 

cohort without having heard about Paul previously. However, when she was in the 

meeting where all cohort programs were introduced, she was impressed by the challenges 

that the reading cohort would provide her, which made her decide to stay in the cohort. In 

responding to the background survey, she stated as her reason to be in the cohort: 

I was one of those randomly selected people placed in this cohort, and I'm so glad 
I was. I realize that this cohort is a lot harder and more strenuous than the other 
cohorts, but I know it will pay off in the long run.(Goldy, the background survey) 

For her perception of Paul, she appreciated his capacity as a teacher such as his being 

knowledgeable and willing to help students, responding to students both in class or on 
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TeachNet. Especially she was amazed by his introduction of many perspectives of 

teaching and new ideas about teaching to the cohort, which was her main emphasis in her 

learning. 

He really put us into perspectives of teaching, and he gives us lot of different 
perspective and he offers a lot of new ideas. Hmm, new ways of thinking, 
probably, it makes us so much better prepared when I actually become a teacher. 
You can really see how he wants to help us, you can really see. goes out of his 
ways too, for example like tutoring. He makes sure and watches around to make 
sure that we make our kids feel successful, which is so cool. (Goldy, 3/5/04, the 
first interview) 

Her initial perception about the cohort and Paul seemed to lead to high 

expectation about the education she would receive in the cohort. In answering my 

question of what she wanted to get from Paul, she was excited to say: 

Everything he has to offer. I mean, he’s already offering so much. Many of the 

college, you know, universities, the college of education, I don’t think is this demanding. 

And so by forcing us to really work hard I think he’s already given so many opportunities 

to learn and to sit down and really think about teaching. An uh, more serious and in 

different ways we never thought before. So, he’s pretty much given me what I’d hope for. 

I’ve learned so much to help me be a better parent. Be a better teacher. Be a better 

mother. Besides the content, I mean, I think everything is pretty much interrelated. 

(Goldy, 3/5/04, the first interview) 

Ongoing Negotiation of Paul’s Trust in Goldy 

Paul’s overall perception of Goldy was that she was “exceptional” in her 

TeachNet postings in terms of depth and thoughtfulness. However, he was not very 

satisfied with her tutoring because he did not think she put enough investment in it as 

much as she did in her posting. As the semester went on, Paul noted that Goldy had “no 

problem in expressing about her.” For him, Goldy was one of the students whose postings 
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he “looked forward to opening.” Because of her challenging way of responding to the 

readings, he was able to see her passion and hard work in her TeachNet postings. 

However, Paul also saw her as being fragile with the feedback he had given her. 

He perceived Goldy as taking his comments very deeply and sometimes interpreting them 

as criticism of her work. Thus, being aware of this aspect of her, he tried to be very 

careful when he commented to her posting, even though he often nevertheless hurt her. 

For Paul, it showed that there was not yet a trusting relationship established between 

them. However he hoped they would build trust as they learned from and about each 

other.  

There isn’t a level of understanding or trust yet between of her for me that she can 
open herself up yet. It’ll happen. It’s just going to take a little bit more time. 
(Paul, 4/15/04, the second interview) 

We build trust and we build trust and so eventually she learns about me and she 
comes to understand that I certainly don’t intend it to be negative or critical. 
(Paul, 4/27/04, the third interview)  

However, until the end of the semester, to Paul, their relationship with each other did not 

seem to meet his expectations. Although Paul saw many good things about Goldy 

throughout the semester, “She’s delightful. She’s honest. She thinks. She challenges. 

Goldy’s wonderful,” his worry about her reaction to his comments was not resolved, 

saying again, “I have to be really careful about how I respond to her.”  

Ongoing Negotiation of Goldy’s Trust in Paul 

Goldy’s initial perception of Paul seemed to be in line with what she had expected 

about the cohort, that is, that she would get the best education possible from being in the 

cohort, especially learning various perspectives of teaching and literacy. She was able to 

see Paul’s capacity as a teacher, one that met her expectation. However, through 

TeachNet exchanges between Goldy and Paul, she seemed to feel vulnerable when she 
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responded to a reading by taking a strong stance. In the first interview, Goldy disclosed 

her worry about written interactions in TeachNet. 

No one was wrong but sometimes a different point of view can cause conflict… It 
could happen. I could think of an article, I could disagree with an article, and my 
responses could reflect like that but when he reads my responses, maybe he 
agreed with the article, so it becomes very critical. (Goldy, 3/5/04, the first 
interview) 

As another worry, especially in the earlier part of the semester, she considered herself as 

not as artistic as her classmates in preparing tutoring materials. Thus, she had some fear 

that Paul might grade tutoring only based on the materials that were placed in the tutoring 

binder.  

As the semester went on and as Goldy became more passionate about her 

TeachNet responses to class readings, she noted that Paul was the type of person who was 

not afraid to say, “Oh, I disagree.” For her, Paul sometimes seemed to have “trouble 

seeing things in another way that’s different from his own.” This perception of Paul 

reached its peak in the incident where Paul was laughing while Martha, one of the TA s, 

was reading Goldy’s posting that included her strong stance against the author of the 

reading. With his laughing, she felt hurt and disappointed with him as a teacher educator, 

then, turning into supporting herself to speak up without hiding her own opinion.  

Paul does know his stuff. He’s very knowledgeable about literacy and he could 
tell you off, from the back of his hand anything, any questions you have but at the 
same time, teachers, I think, are still learning. Teachers can learn from their 
students. Whether it is college, elementary whatever so until somebody says, 
speaks up for themselves and says something, Paul’s not going to know he’s 
doing anything wrong or putting an article in the wrong place in the packet. So I 
honestly I see this as a learning experience for him, too. … Because it’s a teacher 
preparation program, it’s very focused, and disciplined on, you know, education. 
And I feel almost that I’m obligated to be sort of passionate about it because I’ve 
chosen this profession and I have to see it as something I want to do. And 
therefore, if it’s something I want to do I want to make it the best I can. We have 
to learn from each other otherwise we’re not going anywhere… (Goldy. 4/15/04, 
the second interview) 
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After this incident, Goldy became more aware of being negative in her postings and 

worried that Paul would evaluate her based on her negative postings. This, in turn, 

influenced her wording and interpretation of Paul’s TeachNet comments to her.  

From my observation, she seemed to have trouble developing her trust in him 

other than his aspect of being knowledgeable and experienced, which became a hindrance 

for them to enter into a caring encounter in the TeachNet space, one that possibly could 

provide an opportunity for each of them to see their better or best selves valued by the 

other. 

Dialogic Encounter between Goldy and Paul 

Because Goldy put much emphasis on learning various perspectives about 

teaching and literacy, she appreciated how much TeachNet could do for the cohort. In the 

TeachNet space, she could see its great potential for connecting with each other and 

learning about each other’s perspectives about teaching by reading and responding to the 

readings. With her appreciation of the benefit of the TeachNet posting, she herself 

became very passionate about it. In the second interview, Goldy sounded very excited 

about her growth in terms of developing her own beliefs and perspectives about teaching. 

It’s going well. I’m getting more into it, mostly into my reading responses. 
They’re getting longer and I feel like I’ve developed stronger beliefs now and my 
own perspective about teaching so now I can look at different perspective into the 
readings. Well, I mean, I had personal beliefs and perspectives about teaching in 
general before entering the cohort but now we’ve discussed so much and in such 
detail and we’ve actually experienced it in our observations and our tutoring, and 
La Esperanza. So it’s given me a better basis for relating what I read to what is 
actually done. …... now it’s really sinking in that this is what I’m going to be 
doing for the rest of my life. And so I’m really thinking about it more and taking 
it in more and I’m putting my all in it because I think if I do that now it’s going to 
pay off when I’m a teacher. (Goldy, 4/15/04, the second interview) 
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Her appreciation of the TeachNet posting and her emphasis on being exposed to different 

perspectives seemed to make her enter into dialogue with the readings with strong 

answerability. Goldy approached the readings as an author most of the time, tracking her 

own thinking process in a very detailed way while also capturing the main points of the 

reading, which was evidenced partly from the great length of her postings. Thus, most of 

her postings included her answering words with a strong stance, positive or negative, 

about the issue dealt with in a given reading. 

For Paul, responding to Goldy’s postings seemed to make him also involved with 

the thinking process she was taking in her postings, leading him to enter into dialogue 

with her ideas and stances with his answerability. For example, in her very first posting, 

Goldy showed her disagreement with the authors about the issue of “learning to read is 

natural.” 

From: Paul Jones / Re: "Learning to Read is Natural" / To: Read Asses & Dev / 
Tuesday, February 03, 2004 4:34:10 PM 

Goldy writes: 
 …… As I was reading this article, I caught myself shaking my head several 
times in disbelief. While I understand the importance of literacy for children and 
adults alike, I have slightly different opinions of language development that those 
presented in this article. If I had not taken Child Psychology with Dr. B, I 
probably would not have found "Learning to Read is Natural" as questioning as I 
did. Dr. B gave me such great exposure and a better understanding of the 
profound developments of children, especially during their earlier and critical 
years. However, I did not disagree with this article in its entirety. It did make 
some good points and stress the importance of literature for children. . . oh my do 
we have some talking to do .. a puzzling through your experiences with different 
perspectives. …… It is important, as this article hints at, to expose your children 
to places such as museums, book fairs, and other areas where the literature is rich 
and developmentally appropriate. This brings me to my questioning of the article, 
especially of the section entitle “Natural, not Innate.” The idea that children are 
born knowing how to read and recognize symbols, and that the teachers job is to 
bring that out, seems a little naïve to me. I don’t know – maybe I did not read the 
article right and am misconstruing the author’s point. But it seems as if the 
authors are suggesting that teachers are important to make children aware of what 
they already know, not to teach them new material. we'll talk about word choice 
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here . . and where we can be comfortable . . If that was the case, why have 
studies shown so many students in high school still reading at 6th grade level? Or 
middle school students reading at an elementary level? This greatly disturbs me. 
Goodman and Goodman argue that reading does not require deliberate awareness 
or a high level of conscious awareness. Did this not seem striking to anyone 
else?? I don’t know if it’s just me, but their claim raised a red flag in my head. For 
example, on page 4, Goodman and Goodman argue that “Oral language is a 
‘synthetic, creative process’ which is not ‘in great part deliberately and 
consciously learned behavior like playing a piano’…” They go further to claim 
that oral and written language are learned the same way. is the glass half full or 
half empty?? If that were true, I would know how to write in Hindi by now (my 
native language). While my parents never formally taught me Hindi, I picked it up 
from hearing them speak when I was very young. I can understand Hindi when 
spoken orally, but I cannot read it. Additionally, if I had to generate a 
conversation in Hindi on my own, I would need full consciousness because I do 
not have many opportunities to use it being in the US. but were you surrounded 
by Hindi script and people engaged with these texts?? would you have learned 
then and through the same principles of demonstrations, explorations, 
experiementation and refiment? When I hear someone speak it, however, I can 
fully comprehend it and translate it to English. I don’t know if this is many any 
sense to readers but what I’m trying to say is: 1) teachers are not merely meant to 
bring out a child’s awareness (because I cannot read Hindi and would require 
actual instruction) and 2) oral and written language are NOT learned the same 
way. Reading cannot simple be picked up; it has to be learned. 
I noticed that a lot of classmates ranked "Learning to Read is Natural" a 3. But on 
a scale from 1-5 (1 = worst, 5 = best), I would have to rank it a mere 2 ?. While I 
appreciate the authors’ understanding of the importance of literature, I do not 
agree with their arguments on the way in which literature is learned or acquired. 
My reasoning is not solely based on personal beliefs, but also on thing I have 
learned in class and through studies. 

As shown from her posting above, Goldy seemed to position herself as taking a particular 

stance and developed her argument while responding to the authors of the reading. 

Similarly, Paul also definitely showed his own stance in regard to this issue while 

responding to Goldy, laying down his answering words in response to her words. 

However, his answerability in dialoguing with Goldy did not seem to be the state of the 

one-caring that would lead him to embrace her struggles, feelings, and thoughts shown in 

her postings. Rather, while responding to her, he seemed to disclose his stance seeming to 

be against her and to push her into his way of thinking. 
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Although she felt obligated to make her TeachNet posting an opportunity for her 

learning as well as Paul’s learning, her disagreement with a few of the authors of the 

class readings, sometimes very strongly, and receiving his comments that did not show he 

understood her led her to construct an image of herself as someone who was always 

negative in her writing. This image of herself influenced her interpretation of Paul’s 

words or her perception of her relationship with Paul. 

Caring Encounter between Goldy and Paul 

Goldy and Paul seemed to experience tension in terms of how they perceived or 

interpreted each other’s words. Their perception of each other influenced whether a 

dialogic encounter between them at each moment could develop into a caring encounter.  

Goldy provided thoughtful responses to the readings by expressing herself and her 

opinions in a passionate way. Her very negativity about a given reading seemed to tell 

Paul that she must at least feel safe to say whatever she felt and thought in TeachNet. As 

he stated, “the more we can build trust, the more risk they’ll take in their teaching and 

their learning, and the more they’ll be willing to confront tough issues that will 

eventually shape their lives as teachers.” Paul appreciated her taking a strong stance in 

her posting because it showed her trust in him and in the TeachNet space. Thus, for Paul, 

as the one caring, her outspoken and passionate response itself seemed to show her 

reciprocity of his encouragement that students should reveal themselves in their writing.  

Throughout the semester, Goldy felt validated and confirmed by Paul whenever 

she received positive comments from him. Because she always provided thoughtful 

responses to a given reading, Paul’s positive comments to her indicated a big compliment 

for her hard work in TeachNet postings such as “Way to read deeply,” “What a 

response!!! wow . . better than the article . . so many of your qualities are revealed 

through this response.” These kinds of comments made her feel confident about herself.  
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I just this may sound conceited. I really remember the ones when he completely 
agrees with my response and say if I’m writing my response and he was 
something, like, “perfect,” or his response is something, like, “good connection,” 
that’s what I looking for. It just makes me feel so good in terms of myself being 
confident that I’m learning the right thing. And I’m seeing this the right way. Or 
not the right way but as he would want us to because he has a lot of experience 
and so.. (Goldy, 3/5/04, the first interview) 

Minseong: Uh, is there anything you remember particular, like, something that 
made you happy or made you upset? 
Goldy: Happy I remember. That was recently. That was hilarious. Uh, no, I don’t 
know which response it was but one of my responses, well, a few of my responses 
he wrote at the end. He’s, like, “wow, your response is better than the article.” 
And that’s what I remember. (Goldy, 4/29/05, the third interview) 

Although there were many places where Goldy was pleased and felt valued by his 

TeachNet comments, however, what seemed to stick out to Goldy by the end of the 

semester was Paul’s TeachNet comments or in-class reaction to her posting in responding 

to Stories, coupons, and the TV guide by Victoria Purcell-Gates (1996). [Because this 

posting caused several exchanges between Goldy and Paul in the folder of Community 

Literacy, I provide three postings in a row, starting with part of her original posting that 

Paul responded to] 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Stories, coupons, and the TV Guide... / To: Community 
Lit. /Monday, March 29, 2004 9:27:03 PM 

Goldy writes: 

 I will be quite frank and start off by discussing my disappointment with 
this article. I'm glad you took it on . . I had to put this article down, take a break, 
and return to it time and time again. It went into unnecessary detail hmmm that 
prolonged its research across several pages. Much of the material presented was 
not effectively employed to justify Purcell-Gates’s argument. After reading 
twenty-one pages of text, I learned relatively little and did not feel assured in my 
conclusions. Although this article is not as bias or overwhelming as some of our 
previous readings, only because of the author’s heavy use of examples, it felt 
incomplete. On page 425, Victoria Purcell-Gates writes, (she's really a wonderful 
person . . you would like her a lot. . but that's probably not relevant.. . 
right? )“The main draw-back of this study is the lack of a truly representative 
sample of the low-SES population in the United States.” Well, if that’s the main 
drawback, I do not feel comfortable siding with any information she presented as 



 219

‘research’. In fact, I would not even call it research! I have always been taught 
that research must be representative of the population it is examining, in order to 
be considered valid. but never perfect . . always a limitation . . Additionally, 
Victoria Purcell-Gates tested something I perceive as common sense – that 
different exposures to print in the home lead to different types of emergent 
literacy knowledge, and early literacy success in school is influenced by 
frequency print use at home. (I mean, you would think she would know that 
before getting into Harvard!) careful . . "the most cited research journal in 
education" . do you really think it would get in this journal if it were flawed. . ? 
the fact is that there has been plenty of opinion but no data on this . .  
She began her study with a clear statement of purpose (on page 406): 
 
The purpose of this study was to document and describe the ways in which print 
is used in the homes of low-income U.S. families and to explore the relationships 
between theses uses of print and the emergent literacy knowledges [is 
‘knowledges’ even a word??] held by the young children in these homes. 
 
While I admit she documented more than necessary, the term ‘research’ leads me 
to expect a much deeper analysis of her findings. The most in-depth she got was 
“We can infer that children who experience many uses of written language to 
which they attend and personal experience have more opportunities to build the 
important conceptual basis of literacy development” (426). Well, honey, my my . I 
could have told you that and saved you four years of tuition! In her introduction, 
Purcell-Gates also exclaimed her desire to “further explore the relationships 
between home/ community learning and school learning” (406). All she seemed to 
explore was that home literacy assumes a major role in the success of children in 
school literacy. I am not confident she is well educated on the topic of emergent 
literacy, or even, literacy development. yikes . . I am going to send this review to 
her. . It seems to me that she was beating a dead horse. Almost every line written 
in her article is common sense, and quite honestly, fairly obvious. Yet it took her 
pages upon pages to expel this information, in an undeveloped (can’t put my 
finger on the right word here) fashion. I could su.. shoot . . I lost this part. .  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

From: Goldy / Re(2): DM - Stories, coupons, and the TV Guide.../To: Community 
Lit. / Monday, March 29, 2004 9:56:38 PM 

Oh dear! I was afraid this would happen... I am sure she is a wonderful person and 
extremely intelligent (to get into Harvard Grad. School, you must have 
something!!), but that's exactly it. My aunt is a college professor and she informed 
me of her great respect for "Reading Research Quarterly". So, I dove into this 
article with HIGH expectations, which, in my eyes, failed to meet. Maybe I 
misread, or had quite a contrasting interpretation, but something about this article 
was not quite fitting. With all due respect, I do not believe I stand alone on this. I 
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hope you are joking about sending this review to her… I AGREED with the 
information she presented; I just was not impressed by her analysis. I am NOT 
saying that I could have written a better article myself, but just knowing the 
background of this article perhaps led me astray. I did also not mean to convey the 
idea that by being a representative sample, the research is automatically valid. I 
do NOT believe that is true; it just made me hesitant to take her evidence for what 
it’s worth. I hope you understood where I am coming from and the point I am 
trying to illustrate… 

-Goldy 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

From: Paul Jones / Re(3): Stories, coupons, and the TV Guide.../To: Community 
Lit. / Wednesday, April 07, 2004 3:34:13 PM 

you make our class interesting . . that's a good thing. 

Clearly as seen in the first posting above, Goldy was very emotionally involved in 

responding to the reading and greatly disturbed from reading the article. Her message 

replying to Paul’s comments and also the second interview with her explained some 

reasons for reacting to the reading and its author in such an emotional way. Because the 

reading by Purcell-Gates did not meet Goldy’s high expectation of something published 

in Reading Research Quarterly, her disappointment also led her to mistrust Paul in terms 

of his selection of class readings and the order of the readings. For Goldy, what this 

reading presented seemed common sense to her because she had already been exposed to 

similar arguments in earlier class readings. 

I think if he still continues to use this article he should definitely use it towards 
the beginning of the semester rather than now because we read so much into 
literacy and we’ve read into for the past few months already. We know stages of 
literacy. We know ages, types of literacy and then we come back to this. Just, like, 
oh, there is literacy in all households. It just seems like going back to the basics. 
Uh, so it was just I don’t know. Bad time, bad place, I guess, to read this. (Goldy, 
4/15/04, the second interview) 

In response to her original posting, Paul also became emotionally involved in 

dialogue with Goldy. First, Paul seemed to show his appreciation of Goldy’s frank 
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attitude by saying, “I’m glad you took it on,” because he wanted students to take risks to 

open themselves in their postings. However, as Goldy became stronger in terms of 

opposing the author, Paul tried to resolve her disappointment with the reading, by 

mentioning something personal about the author, “She's really a wonderful person. You 

would like her a lot.” For Goldy who had emphasized several times that “teachers should 

learn from students,” when Paul mentioned his personal relationship with the author, she 

began to believe that he might have come into reading her response with a “biased” 

opinions about the author. Reflecting on this comment of Paul in the second and third 

interview, Goldy said that she felt he was mocking her with his words. 

I felt like he was kind of mocking me and it, I mean, that doesn’t matter if she’s 
nice or not from there. I mean, it doesn’t, but just presenting is research and that’s 
what needs to be left in, not just her personality. And so uh, what Paul was 
thinking. I didn’t realize until after I read that his Victoria Purcell Gates is one of 
Paul’s close friends. He sided with her on many issues and so I didn’t realize that 
before reading this article. I didn’t realize that oh, that’s his friend. So he probably 
felt personally attacked…I think so because everything I was saying pretty much 
was an attack on Gates. So, I shouldn’t put her down but even so that’s not a 
reason to hide my opinions. (Goldy, 4/15/04, the second interview) 

But I’m sure that’s not relevant. So in a way he came into this, in to our responses 
kind of biased because he has a personal relationship with the author. So that’s 
something I kind of question. Because as a teacher you shouldn’t be, you know, 
biased or subjective. Just be objective and so that sort of thing where he won’t 
make the effort to see my point of view that’s a little disturbing. But if he tries to 
see my point of view and listen to me and understand me and if he still disagrees, 
that’s fine. I respect that. (Goldy, 4/29/04, the third interview) 

Her feeling vulnerable became worse when she saw his later comment, “yikes, I 

am going to send this review to her [the author].” Right after she saw this comment of 

Paul’s, she felt threatened by him, “Oh, he’s threatening me. I was like no, no don’t send 

it.” Then, Goldy replied to him, which is the second posting above, to the Community 

Literacy folder, so that all the other classmates could see it. Although Paul said in the 

third interview that he was joking in his comment, his blunt comment made her feel 
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threatened. Even more, while her entire posting was read by Martha in the classroom for 

an in-class discussion, Paul was laughing the whole time for approximately 10 to 15 

minutes. This hurt Goldy badly and raised strong doubts in her about Paul as a teacher.  

I didn’t appreciate how Paul laughed the whole time. It’s one thing to disagree but 
if you’re going to laugh the whole time Martha was reading my response off the 
computer and Paul was just sitting there cracking up. And that’s making me 
question him as a teacher because I don’t know. I got really upset when he was 
laughing… he was mocking me, I mean, that’s all it was. He’s, I know, he knows 
his stuff but he’s got so much pride that he can’t see beyond his own bubble. And 
so it’s just, it really hurt me that he laughed (Goldy, 4/15/04, the second 
interview) 

However, Paul had his own reasons for laughing. Personally, somehow Goldy’s taking 

such a strong stance against the author reminded Paul of how similar Goldy and the 

author, Victoria Purcell-Gates, were in terms of their passionate attitudes. Also, as a 

teacher, Paul wanted to deliver a massage to encourage the students to say whatever they 

felt in their postings. 

And it’s a case of Goldy taking such an, not an outrageous, such a strong response 
uh, to the writing and what I find interesting is just, you know, in many ways 
Goldy reminds me of Vicki [the author of the reading]. Uh, and they’re very 
similar in terms of how they uh, there’s this passionate way of which they view 
everything that they do and, of course, it was kind of, it was like an odd 
juxtaposition of two personalities with Goldy taking the stance against Vicki and 
plus it just struck me as odd. Plus, everybody else read it. Actually I was surprised 
at how many people had read this exchange so uh, I guess I just tried to make it 
fun and make it uh, and at the same time encourage people to take, you know, to 
say what they feel. That’s what’s really good about her responses is that she 
always speaks from the heart and she writes a lot. She just goes on and on. (Paul, 
4/27/04, the third interview) 

However, Paul’s thoughts and intentions behind his laughing did not have a 

chance to get through to Goldy. Rather, these exchanges between Goldy and Paul seemed 

to shape their later interactions and perceptions of each other in a not-very-positive way. 

For example, after these exchanges, suddenly Paul began to talk about his personal 

relationships with the authors of the readings frequently in his TeachNet comments as 
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well as in the classroom such as “Suzanne Wane [one of the authors of the class readings] 

is a nice person.”  

I don’t even remember how, it blurs in terms of how often I did that, but it was 
mainly because of Goldy’s response.. (laughter)..It probably came out of the 
context of Goldy responding to that one particular piece and so from that point on 
I think it just triggered as kind of a joke. “Be nice here because I know this person 
and they’re a good person.”… It’s not typical. It’s not typical. (Paul, 6/17/04, the 
fourth interview) 

Also, in the very next posting to the exchanges, Paul’s response evidenced the 

impact of the exchanges with Goldy in how and what he said in his comments. 

From: Paul Jones / Re: Once Upon a Time...Families Reading Together / To: 
Community Lit. / Wednesday, April 07, 2004 3:42:47 PM 

Goldy writes: 
Several people have informed me of the increasing length of my responses to our 
readings. So, I decided to make this response short and sweet (just like the 
article!). This should give you a nice break. : ) HA!!! and stay out of trouble as 
well? no fear . . I don't know this author . blast away. 

Although some students such as Michelle and Nancy admired Paul’s status as a scholar 

being revealed from the fact that he knew the authors of their readings personally, 

however, for Goldy, because of her previous exchanges with Paul, his mentioning about 

his personal connection to the authors seemed to strengthen her mistrust in him. In 

responding to Paul’s comment shown above, Goldy said: 

But when he writes, “stay out of trouble as well.” It shouldn’t seem to be 
considered trouble. It should be just considered learning experience for both of us. 
But yet he says “I don’t know this author. Blast away.” But that’s being biased on 
his friend and that’s something teachers shouldn’t be biased. They should be 
objective. (Goldy, 4/15/03, the second interview) 

Later on, interestingly, she began to understand his communication style little by little, 

saying:  

Uh, well, I feel like now that we’ve spent so much time with him I understand his 
uh, what do I say? I can’t think of the right word here. Like when he says 
something I’m starting to understand like whether he’s sarcastic or he’s serious or 
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he’s joking so now I kind of kind of pick that out. So it’s helped me to adjust, I 
think. (Goldy, 4/29/04, the third interview) 

However, Goldy became more aware of how Paul would respond to her negative 

postings, even to the level of deleting words she felt were too negative in stance.  

Uh, before I used to respond and not think about what he would say. I would just 
post it. And now after I type something up I start to think I read it. I reread it and I 
think about ‘OK, how is Paul going to see this?’ Or ‘how is he going to respond?’ 
And so if I think it’s negative, excuse me, I’ll change it. Like actually last night’s 
posting I put something on it but then I erased it because I was like he’s not going 
to like it. (Goldy, 4/29/04, the third interview) 

As shown in her words, the TeachNet space was not a safe and secure place any longer 

for her. Although her understanding of his communication style began to take place, her 

mistrust in Paul’s openness to her TeachNet posting made her feel vulnerable when her 

writing contained some negative words in it. 

As has seen so far, there were moments when Goldy and Paul met each other as 

the cared-for and the one caring, respectively, in the TeachNet space. Goldy felt validated 

and confirmed by his positive comments and saw her passion and effort put into her 

postings recognized by him. Paul also appreciated her braveness in terms of expressing 

her feelings and thoughts freely in her postings.  

However, in the exchanges highlighted in this section, Paul, as a teacher, did not 

receive Goldy as she was. He did not seem to try to understand what caused her 

disturbance in her response to the reading by Purcell-Gates and to consider her feelings 

about his laughing. Rather, he tried to defend the reading and its author by mentioning his 

personal relationship with the author and continued with his blunt and joking type of 

comments, without adjusting to Goldy in later encounters, which reminded Goldy of the 

exchange for a while afterwards.  

Goldy felt hurt, even threatened, by his comments and could barely enter into 

dialogic encounters with him with her reciprocity. She began to hide her true feelings, 
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especially negative ones about a given reading, remaining aware of the part of herself, 

that is, “I am the only one who always disagrees.”  

As inferred from these data and as described in Theme 6, the process of authoring 

themselves with each other’s words in TeachNet space was not always positive between 

Goldy and Paul. Goldy had struggled with her negative image of herself, one reinforced 

by TeachNet exchanges with Paul, and conjectured that Paul would have negative 

thoughts of her based on her negative postings. To Goldy, Paul seemed to take her words 

“emotionally and seriously,” sometimes becoming “defensive” about her opinions, even 

having “trouble seeing things in another way that’s different from his own.” Her 

accumulated perception of Paul’s reactions to her was interwoven into constructing an 

image of herself such as “I’m not his favorite.” 

I think that Paul has his favorites and when he reads their responses he knows 
that, you know, the people responding are joking or whatever. Like it’s all about 
the interpretation of the word. The meaning of the word and but with like with me 
for instance I think he’ll take me a little bit more seriously just because I can be 
really blunt and so uh, I think he gets more emotional about it when I respond but 
when he said [in a class lecture about reading response theory] “look at you 
individually and try to uh, see your perspective or whatever”, like, in a way he’s 
good at that. I mean, he does have a lot of experience and I’m sure he knows how 
to, you know, understand our background and our perspective on teaching. But 
sometimes it fails to come through. I just I think he does that more with certain 
people more than others. Like he has his favorites. I’m not his favorite. (Goldy, 
4/29/05, the third interview) 

For his part, Paul was also aware that his natural way of responding was not 

confirmed and validated by Goldy. Rather, he felt that he had to be very careful whenever 

he gave her feedback, which, he told me, he was not very good at.  

I have to be really, really careful and that’s not on the list of things I really do 
well, which is a short list. That’s not one of them. I will often just blurt out what 
I’m thinking or feeling and I don’t sometimes uh, I don’t always, I’m not as 
circumspect as I should be in responding to certain people when I know enough 
about them… We’ve got to learn to respond to each other and that will take a little 
time… (Paul, 4/27/04, the third interview) 
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Although Goldy acknowledged Paul’s capacity as a teacher and Paul also recognized her 

postings as exceptional, they did not seem to lead each other to see the better or best part 

of himself or herself. Rather, TeachNet interactions with Paul aggravated Goldy’s image 

of herself. 

Ethical Ideal 

As other students did, Goldy was also actively involved with reading and 

responding to the class readings. Especially, Goldy’s passion for the TeachNet postings 

allowed her to interact deeply with the meaning of the authors’ words, leading her to see 

a potential better or best self constructed from dialogue with the readings and Paul’s 

comments to her postings. 

Especially, for Goldy, what she seemed to construct most from dialogue with the 

readings and Paul’s TeachNet comments was her passion for learning diverse 

perspectives of teaching and literacy. Being challenged by different perspectives, Goldy 

came to build her own beliefs and perspectives. As already quoted earlier, she found 

herself putting value in reading, thinking about, and taking different perspectives, which 

she thought she was going to do for her life. Although she entered the cohort with passion 

for writing from the beginning, she told me that she had never spoken up in any previous 

courses she had taken.  

I’m surprised at myself. I’ve become so blunt about all this. But usually, no, I 
mean, usually I never speak up. And usually if I just disagree with the teacher I 
just, I’ll get angry and go my way but I won’t bring it forth to the teacher. I don’t 
know why I’m doing it with Paul. (Goldy, 4/15/04, the second interview) 

As she appreciated Paul in terms of his passion for introducing different points of view 

about literacy and teaching to the class, her passion for developing her perspectives from 

dialoguing with readings and the teacher seemed to be constructed from all the class 
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activities given to them and multiple contacts with Paul, although this part of herself was 

not always perceived by her as a positive one.  

 

Summary 

Through the description of these three focal cases for illustrating the model 

constructed from my data, I hoped to show that the students and Paul took a different 

path in entering into dialogic and caring encounters. For Michelle, as she stated, she 

seemed to stay in the zone of a caring encounter all the time in the TeachNet space with 

her growing trust in Paul. She tried to respond to Paul’s words in TeachNet with all her 

answerability, leading her to see her better or best self through his words. Different from 

Michelle, with her little appreciation of the TeachNet interactions, Nancy did not engage 

with Paul’s words in TeachNet enough to see his caring and her better self through his 

words. However, Nancy’s trust in Paul led her to feel mostly cared for by him based on 

her contacts with him in face-to-face situations. Compared to Nancy, Goldy represented 

someone who had trouble in developing a trusting relationship with Paul because of 

several exchanges triggered by a particular TeachNet posting of Goldy. In spite of her 

trust in Paul in terms of being knowledgeable and experienced, she felt some doubt about 

his attitude toward any opinion different from his own. Although there were also 

moments where she sensed his caring for her through his TeachNet comments, the 

particular TeachNet interactions with Paul where she felt rejected and misunderstood, or 

even threatened by his words, made her aware of her negative image of herself, 

influencing her interpretation of Paul’s words in TeachNet. 

For the part of Paul, each dialogic encounter with a student had the potential of 

developing into either a caring or non-caring encounter. Sometimes, he met a student as 

the one-caring, but sometimes not. As Goldy said, there were some students with whom 
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he could easily enter into caring encounters, but for some students, he had a harder time 

in understanding them, thereby rarely enacting his engrossment and motivational 

displacement with them.  

This shows that caring should not be treated as an attribute of the one caring. 

Rather, it is influenced, whether limited or enhanced, by the context and the relationships 

in which caring is enacted. That is the reason why Noddings treated caring as an ethical 

decision, the value placed on “maintenance of the caring relation” (Noddings, 1984), 

which I will revisit in the discussion section.  

The CMC context also influenced ways in which caring is enacted between 

students and their teacher. For some students such as Michelle, CMC was the primary 

place where they could receive caring from their teacher. By contrast, for some students 

such as Nancy or Goldy, CMC was either insignificant as a place for building a 

relationship with their teacher or troubling as a place that led to misunderstandings, 

respectively. 
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Chapter 6. Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to explore the nature of teaching-learning 

relationships enacted in CMC environments and how CMC contributes to creating and 

sustaining caring relationships between students and their teacher. 

Throughout the analysis presented in Chapter 4 and 5, I focused on how students 

and their teacher entered into dialogic encounters through students’ responses to course 

readings and the teacher’s comments to them in CMC, and how those dialogic encounters 

in CMC became a potential space in which caring relationships between students and the 

teacher could develop. However, the way caring was enacted in CMC was found to be 

complex. Because, as Noddings (1984) frequently emphasized, caring is not determined 

simply from the acts of the one-caring, but is a relationship that involves the cared-for, 

students in this study, almost more than the one caring, the teacher. In her view, caring is 

a truly interactional phenomenon.  

In this chapter, I will begin with a discussion of the findings from the research 

questions that guided my study. Following this discussion, I will explain the limitations 

of the study and suggest implications for research and educational practice. 

 

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS 

 

Nature of Teaching-Learning Relationships Enacted in CMC  

The findings of my study showed that, even through written interactions in CMC, 

students and their teacher could develop relationships with each other. Although all CMC 

interactions influenced and were influenced by face-to-face in-class interactions, the 
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findings of the study supported that CMC interactions enriched and enhanced the 

opportunities for students and the teacher to meet as the cared-for, and the one-caring 

respectively, so that caring relationships could develop. The interesting aspect of 

teaching-learning relationships between students and the teacher in CMC in this study 

was that these relationships originally were triggered by students’ responses to the class 

readings. How students’ responses to the readings shaped the CMC interactions is the 

first point I will make in the discussion. 

Dialogic Involvement when Responding to the Readings  

Students’ involvement in reading and responding to the course readings was 

found to be dialogic in that, while reading and responding to a reading, they entered into 

a variety of dialogues with others’ words such as the authors of the readings, other 

classmates, and their teacher. They borrowed others’ words to represent their own 

meaning or personal connection to the reading and to construct their own understanding 

of issues dealt with in the reading. Even further, while dialoguing with others’ words, 

students revisited and reinterpreted their past, current, even future lives to answer to 

others’ words. This nature of the students’ dialogic involvement in reading and 

responding to the assigned class readings shows the characteristics of utterances 

represented by Bakhtin's (1986) term intertexuality. When students were responding to 

the readings, they assimilated, appropriated, and reaccentuated others’ words with their 

own expression and their own evaluative tone to represent their own meaning.  

This dialogic nature shown in students' CMC posting invited others, mainly the 

teacher in this study, to connect with the meaning they made in their postings and called 

for his response to their postings. For nearly all students and nearly every posting, it was 

clear that the teacher easily found places in students’ posting where he wanted to put his 

words when they showed their own personal meaning construction of a given readings. In 
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turn, students also anticipated the teacher's response when they felt they made personal 

connections to the readings, although the degree of connection they could make was 

dependent on the nature of each reading as characterized by the term addressivity.  

Thus, the dialogic nature of students’ responses to the class readings acted as a 

foundation for the emergence of student-teacher relationships through CMC. 

Entering into Dialogical Caring Encounters  

One of the major findings of this study was that CMC could be a place for 

dialogic encounters between students and their teacher to take place. In order for CMC to 

be a place in which students and the teacher could meet and develop relationships with 

each other through written words, dialogue needed to be created between them in CMC, 

otherwise CMC, especially in this study, would become simply a place for turning in 

assignments. As Holquist (1990) put it, dialogue is “composed of an utterance, a reply, 

and a relation between the two” (p. 38). In this study, the fact that the teacher responded 

to students’ postings made CMC a place for dialogue, in which the students and the 

teacher could develop their caring relationships. Without the teacher’s responses, as 

students stated, the postings would be “just kind of busy work,” not a place for getting to 

know each other or orienting themselves to others’ thoughts and feelings.  

For the part of the teacher, the dialogic nature of each posting of the students 

called for his responses, as Morris (1994) described, “Every utterance generates a 

response in the other who receives it, even if that response is only within inner speech”  

(p. 5). The teacher tried to “sit and think with them,” as he stated, while he was 

responding to their postings. Such dialogic encounters between individual students and 

the teacher through CMC increased and enriched the opportunities for students and the 

teacher to get to know each other from looking at students’ postings and receiving the 

teacher’s comments to their postings, eventually developing caring relationships with 
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each other. As my analysis revealed, dialogic encounters in CMC helped the teacher to 

enact his engrossment and motivational displacement, the conscious state that the one-

caring shows in a caring encounter.  

With increasing knowledge of his students, while responding to their postings in 

CMC, the teacher was able to meet a student as the one caring, that is, to feel with what a 

student was feeling and thinking from his or her response to the class readings 

(engrossment) and to look for a place where he could provide help for the student 

(motivational displacement), although, depending on his relationship with each individual 

student, it did not seem always to happen. 

For the part of students, CMC was a place where they could show their 

reciprocity of the teacher’s caring for them. As they responded to a given reading, 

students came to speak about themselves in spontaneous and genuine reciprocity, 

manifesting what they perceived from what they had received from their teacher, such as 

their growth as preservice teachers and their appreciation of the significance of each class 

activity. However, when students did not feel safe and secure to show their feelings and 

thoughts freely in CMC, it rarely functioned as a place where students could reveal their 

true reciprocity.  

Such reciprocity of students shown in their CMC postings played a role in 

completing the caring the teacher provided them, an aspect essential to Noddings' (1984, 

1992) conception of caring. Because each dialogic encounter between a student and the 

teacher was part of a continuing relationship, students’ reciprocity expressed in a 

particular encounter became part of what the teacher would receive in the next encounter. 

Thus, a student's reciprocity was essential to the completion of the caring by the teacher 

in the current encounter and to maintaining the caring relationship in the next encounter 

(Noddings, 2002b). 
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As Noddings (1984, 1992) proposed, because caring is not only fulfilled by the 

part of the one caring but is enacted in the relationship between the one caring and the 

cared-for, the caring the teacher intended for each individual student in this study was not 

consistently completed on the part of every student. Whether caring relationships would 

develop between a particular student and the teacher depended on how both parts 

interpreted the other's actions, and that was based on all their own prior history, feelings, 

and cultural past. In the cases of Goldy and Tina, although there were instances where 

each of the students and the teacher were well-intentioned toward each other, when their 

mistrust in or misunderstanding of the teacher was reinforced by other encounters, CMC 

or face-to-face, students had a difficult time to feel the teacher’s caring through his words 

in CMC. Even though he did not intend his words to be taken in this way, sometimes a 

student felt rejected and intimidated by his comments. 

Authoring the Self : the Self and Other 

The findings of this study indicated that the students and the teacher had an effect 

on each other in terms of seeing themselves through the other, even through the written 

words in CMC. The reason that students were influenced by the teacher’s words in CMC 

was because they did not simply read and understand the literal meaning of his words. 

Rather, they saw beyond the words to create a meaningful connection to themselves from 

the teacher’s comments. As Bakhtin (1990) stated, the self is “called upon to create 

meaning and participate in the event of utterance with a sense of answerability” (p. 1). In 

this study, students entered into interpreting the words of the teacher with such 

answerability. Sometimes, with just a few simple words from the teacher, such as “good 

connection” and “great,” students were able to see the value of their work, thereby feeling 

validated and confirmed by the teacher through his words. 
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The teacher also could see his care and effort reflected in the hard work of the 

students toward their own learning and their own students, making him strive harder to 

maintain the care he put into the cohort. Because dialogue is always between a self and 

an other, joining a self to an other, it becomes a place where people can be aware of 

themselves through the eyes of another person (Clark & Holquist, 1984). As Bakhtin 

emphasized in describing the ethical relations between the self and the other, “a single 

consciousness could not generate a sense of its self. Only the awareness of another 

consciousness outside the self can produce that image” (Morris, 1994, p. 6). Through 

each other’s words in CMC dialogue, the students and the teacher could generate their 

image of selves. 

However, the effect of attitude and behaviors of the teacher perceived by the 

students was not consistent on the part of students, but differential according to students’ 

perceptions of their relationships with the teacher. For example, when students could 

perceive the teacher’s caring for them, they discovered an image of themselves that was 

confirmed by the teacher, becoming confident with themselves, and authoring themselves 

as better students or as prospective teachers. However, when they did not feel cared for 

by the teacher, students could hardly see the better part of themselves that was fully 

accepted by the teacher, thus struggling with their image reinforced by a series of not 

very positive encounters with the teacher. In turn, for the part of the teacher, according to 

students’ reciprocity, sometimes he could see the positive part of his caring for students, 

but sometimes, some encounters with students made him aware of a part of himself that 

was not very confident. Thus, how students and the teacher influenced each other in 

terms of seeing themselves depended on their perceptions of established relationships 

with each other. 
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Nurturing an Ethical Ideal 

The findings of this study showed that CMC, intertwined by other classroom 

contexts, seemed to provide opportunities for students to experience or enact the four 

means, proposed by Noddings (1984, 1992, 2002a, 2002b), to nurture an ethical ideal as a 

future teacher of literacy, modeling, dialogue, practice, and confirmation.  

In this study, while they were reading and responding to the readings for each 

week, students revisited and reinterpreted their past experiences, reflecting on earlier 

readings and on experiences with previous teachers or their parents. By doing this, they 

actually entered into dialogue between other selves represented in the readings or in their 

past life and their current selves, constructing their imagined selves to draw on better 

selves modeled in the image of other selves found in the readings. Moreover, they 

seemed to learn how to listen to others from looking at how their teacher responded to 

CMC postings. 

This was evidenced by how students often followed the way their teacher 

responded when responding to other classmates’ postings. With opportunities to know 

different types of good or caring literacy teaching and also their teacher’s caring while 

reading and responding to their assigned readings, students could see how caring was 

communicated and modeled, sometimes reflected in their own work with their tutees. 

Further, the dialogue with the teacher through his written comments helped them see 

better selves that were confirmed by the teacher, leading them to author their ethical ideal 

through dialogical processes.  

Even though there were limited chances for practicing their better or best selves 

constructed during their CMC or in-class activities, CMC seemed to provide a space in 

which the prospective teachers could enact their imagined best selves when they were 

projecting their own future classroom in responding to the class readings.  
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Also, CMC allowed more frequent encounters between students and their teacher 

with an increased opportunity for confirmation and validation made to the students, 

supporting the point that “when we confirm someone, we identify a better self and 

encourage its development” (Noddings, 1992, p.192). When one of the students, Ruth, 

received a comment from the teacher saying that what she had written in her posting was 

“at the heart of what it means to be a critical thinker,” she expressed amazement because 

she had not known that she had done anything unusual. She felt confirmed by her very 

knowledgeable teacher that she was “doing [some]thing worth responding to the 

reading,” leading her to strive harder in her work. Validated and confirmed by their 

teacher’s written comments, students began to see their better selves and discover ability 

in themselves that they had not noticed before. 

From the discussion so far, the teaching-learning relationships between students 

and the teacher enacted in CMC, similar to face-to-face interactions, involved actual 

encounters with each other through written words. Through their dialogic encounters in 

CMC, students perceived the teacher’s attitude toward them and built their relationships 

with the teacher, and the teacher with them. As Burford and Gross (2000) found in their 

study, even though physical presence and actual touching is important in interacting with 

others, at the heart of the interactions is “language,” that is, dialogue in this study, 

through which the requirements for touch can be met.   

 

Influence of Beliefs or Expectation on Caring Relationships  

Arising from my analysis as reported in Chapter 4 and 5 were complex 

interrelationships among expectations or beliefs of the students and the teacher and their 

interpretation of others’ words, which in turn played an important role in shaping the way 

they built their caring relationships with each other.  
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The teacher entered into dialogic encounter in CMC with students with certain 

beliefs and perspectives. Especially about students’ postings, the teacher believed that a 

student’s voice shown in his or her postings indicated some degree to which a trusting 

relationship between the student and himself was being established. 

It [students’ revealing themselves in their postings] is part of the relationship that 
develops between themselves and the course instructors and the risks that they’re 
willing to take. Their willingness and trust in us tend to make mistakes and to take 
risks. (Paul, 4/27/04, the third interview) 

His beliefs about students’ voice in their responses to the class readings shaped the way 

he responded to their postings. Whenever he noticed students revealing themselves as 

evidenced in their connection to the readings, he “jumped on” their response expressing 

his excitement, from which students felt good about themselves. Further, because he 

knew the course of what would usually take place in the cohort during the three-semester 

sequence, he had some expectations about the development of relationships with 

students, allowing him to be patient in waiting for trusting relationships to take place in 

the following semesters. For example, for students who were quiet in the classroom and 

did not show their voice in their postings, due to his prior contacts with similar types of 

students and his projection of what would be going in the next semester, the teacher could 

wait for them to come out, watching all the while for some place where they might reveal 

their voice and expressing his excitement whenever he spotted those places in their CMC 

postings.  

However, as a teacher, he had certain perspectives or opinions that he wanted the 

students to take on. When students presented their own opinions or thoughts that differed 

from the teacher’s, the teacher sometimes showed some disagreement with them which, 

depending on their established trust in him, influenced their interpretation of him, 

furthering a relationship with him that was less than constructive.  
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For students, they also had their own expectations about their education and their 

teacher. These expectations were in continuous dialogue with the reality of the cohort 

they experienced. In this study, most students entered the cohort with high expectations 

about the quality of the education they would receive from being in the cohort. After the 

semester had begun, as they noted that their expectations seemed to be met in the reality 

of the cohort, they strengthened their trust in the teacher as a leader of the cohort, which 

in turn influenced how much caring they perceived from the teacher. 

However, although most students shared high expectations about their education, 

they differed in their expectations about certain aspects such as the openness of the 

teacher to students’ various perspectives, the value they put in CMC activities, the type of 

teacher comments they preferred, and so on. These different expectations set the stage for 

potential conflicts in interpreting the teacher’s words. For example, those students who 

did value being exposed to different perspectives but did not perceive their teacher to be 

as open to different ideas as they expected had a difficult time developing a caring 

relationship with the teacher. As another example, students who did not appreciate CMC 

as an important place for their learning and for getting to know the teacher personally 

barely entered into caring encounters with the teacher in CMC even if they perceived the 

teacher’s caring for them generally from face-to-face interactions. 

 

Role of CMC in Developing Caring Relationships  

The one of main findings of this study was that CMC provided increased and 

enriched opportunities for dialogue between students and the teacher, which was an 

essential element for the development of caring relationships with each other. As 

Noddings (1992) stated, dialogue “connects us to each other and helps to maintain caring 

relations” and also “provides us with the knowledge of each other that forms a foundation 
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for response in caring” (p. 23). As my findings revealed, most students felt that they met 

the teacher between class meetings through his comments in response to their postings. 

With increased dialogue with the teacher, they came know and understand him better in 

terms of his style of communication, his beliefs, and expectations about them. Especially 

with frequently received positive comments from the teacher in CMC that confirmed and 

validated their work, they began to see the value the teacher put on their work, furthering 

themselves.  

For most students, the TeachNet assignment and the resulting interactions with 

the teacher was a good way, a contributor to the development of a dialogic caring 

encounter with their teacher. As the teacher stated, CMC made students and the teacher 

“instantly available to each other and connected.” However, for some students, CMC was 

a neutral or destructive place for building caring relationships with the teacher. For at 

least one student, Nancy, CMC itself did not seem essential or even important to that 

development but rather, a neutral force for her to perceive the teacher’s caring because of 

her disinterest in and little appreciation of CMC interactions. For another student, Goldy, 

CMC dialogue with the teacher, if not always, sometimes reinforced and aggravated her 

negative feelings about the teacher generated from a certain exchange with him, which 

influenced her interpretation of his words in later CMC interactions.  

Thus, the role of CMC in creating and sustaining caring relationships between 

students and the teacher is dependent on individual students’ perception of CMC, their 

previous relationships with the teacher, and what actually happens in CMC interactions. 

 

Caring as Enacted within a Dialogic Involvement, with Ever-Negotiated Trust  

As a central phenomenon of my study, the model of “caring as enacted within a 

dialogic involvement, with ever-negotiated trust” emerged. Because caring is a relation, 
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two parties in a relation need to be involved with each other to meet as a one-caring and a 

cared-for. As Noddings (2002a) emphasized, dialogue is the most fundamental 

component for a caring relation because “dialogue always involves attention to the other 

participant, not just to the topic under discussion” (p. 17), thereby connecting each other. 

One important aim of dialogue with others or with self, according to Noddings (2002a), is 

“understanding the ‘other’ with whom one is in dialogue” (p. 17). 

In this study, the students and the teacher saw and heard each other through 

dialogic involvement with each other’s words in CMC. Depending on perceptions of and 

trust in each other, dialogic involvement could either develop into caring encounters or 

not. In caring encounters with dialogic involvement with each other, the teacher did not 

simply have a way to understand the thoughts and perspectives of a student from his or 

her responses to class readings. Rather, he met the student to whom he was responding as 

a whole person, as Noddings (2002a) described, attending to the student “nonselectively” 

(engrossment), trying to understand the struggles and desires of the student from his or 

her perspective, providing what he or she needed (motivation displacement). The students 

also did not take the words of the teacher in CMC simply as feedback to their work 

indicating whether they had done well or not. Rather, some students took his words 

seriously, as Michelle described, “I definitely want to take it [the teacher’s CMC 

comments] to heart and soak up as much as I can,” showing their genuine and free 

reciprocity of what they had received from the teacher. As Noddings (2002a) stated, 

“throughout a dialogue, participants are aware of each other…no matter how great their 

ideological differences may be, they reach across the ideological gap to connect with 

each other” (p. 17). Thus, in Noddings' view, the emphasis on dialogue points up the 

basic phenomenology of caring. 
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However, CMC dialogic encounters between individual students and the teacher 

did not always develop into caring encounters. When they were in a dialogic encounter, 

individual students and the teacher referred to their established trust in each other to 

interpret the other’s words in CMC. With at least some sense of trust in the teacher 

constructed from dialogue between their expectations of him and how he had been in 

reality, students could feel the teacher’s caring for them through his words in CMC. Even 

in a situation where they could barely sense caring from the teacher, they tried to remain 

as the cared-for and in a caring relationship with the teacher with their trust in him. 

However, for some students, regardless of the teacher’s intention to care for them, they 

had difficulty entering into a caring relationship with the teacher because they could not 

forget their mistrust in some part of him. 

Similarly, for the teacher, unless he had enough trust in a student in terms of 

interpreting where the student was and predicting where she or he was going, the teacher 

had some troubles in feeling and thinking with the student, thereby blocking a dialogic 

encounter from developing into a caring one. 

Thus, moment by moment, when they joined each other through dialogic 

encounters, the teacher and students constructed and reconstructed their trust in each 

other based on their ongoing dialogue between their expectations and the reality they 

experienced, which became the catalyst for dialogic encounters to develop into caring 

encounters in which they could author their ethical ideal, the best part of self, through the 

teacher’s confirmation of the part of the students or the students’ reciprocity of the 

teacher’s caring. 
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Caring as an Ethical Decision Occurring within Complex Processes of Interpersonal 
Relationships 

From the findings of this study, it could be seen that the teacher’s caring was not 

always completed in relationship with particular individual students. Although the 

teacher in this study was generally perceived by the students as a caring teacher who 

devoted himself to the teaching of this cohort, there were some students who had trouble 

in constructing a trusting relationship with him. This implies that caring is not an attribute 

or personality trait of a teacher. Rather, a teacher’s caring is found to be meaningful or 

meaningless in the particulars of relationships built between particular students and the 

teacher, indicating that caring is a relation.  

As Noddings (1984) claimed, caring and being cared for originates from a desire 

to be related to other people and to remain in that relation, rather than simply from acts or 

behaviors toward other people. Being related to other people causes us to feel obligation 

in the relation. This obligation calls for our ethic of caring. In Noddings’ view, “caring is 

not a stance that can be adopted and discarded at will. Meeting others as one-caring is the 

first and unending obligation” (Noddings, 1984, p. 17). This obligation leads to the 

notion of ethical caring.  

All kinds of caring, whether they are natural or not, stem from the sense of “I 

must.” In natural caring where we respond as one caring out of love or natural 

inclination, the sense of “I must” is not distinguishable from “I want” (Noddings, 1984, 

pp.4-5). In the situation where a call for caring is not from what we naturally want to do, 

we may depend on another sentiment of “I ought” paired with “I must” to elicit a caring 

response (Goldstein, 1999, p.659). Especially for someone for whom the one-caring finds 

it difficult to care easily and naturally, then he or she needs to turn to an ethical caring to 

enact a state of engrossment and motivational displacement when meeting the person. 
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When one chooses to meet someone as one-caring, one is ethically enhanced by the 

interaction, and when one chooses not to engage in a caring encounter with that person, 

then one is ethically diminished.  

However, even when the teacher in this study showed a strong desire to engage 

with each individual student in a caring way, there seemed many issues that arose in the 

moment of on-going interactions between him and each individual student that had the 

potential to interfere with the building of a caring relationship. Because the objectives of 

caring shift with the situation and also with the recipient, the one-caring needs to provide 

different forms of caring accordingly, mostly controlled by the cared-for (Noddings, 

2002b). Thus, it happened that, even with the teacher's best intentions, some 

misunderstanding arose in communicating with a particular student and blocked the 

development of a caring relationship between that student and the teacher. Sometimes, 

interpretations a particular student made about a given reading assignment triggered 

spontaneous responses from the teacher without much worry about how the student 

would take his responses. The teacher’s natural way of responding to students’ postings 

worked well for most students who did not have any serious problem in developing 

trusting and caring relationships with him. For others, however, his natural manner did 

not work as well. Sometimes, because of his caring about the education of these 

prospective teachers’ future students, he took on a straightforward way of expressing his 

opinions and beliefs rather than first embracing his student’s feeling and thinking. For 

example, in Tina’s case, the teacher’s beliefs about literacy teaching especially in terms 

of appreciating cultural diversity within the classroom pushed him to respond to her 

statement that Vietnamese songs were weird in a not-very understanding way. 

These instances in which he failed to meet a student as one-caring at that moment 

may not have been the result of his lack of ethical responsibility toward the student. 



 244

Rather, they may reflect the endlessly complex process of interpersonal relationships and 

of being human. Even when someone is committed to entering into caring relationships 

with others, there will be inevitable breakdowns in the process such as ones I have 

mentioned above.  

The nature of toughness and complexity in caring was well evidenced in the 

discussion so far. How the teacher and a student met in each encounter was influenced by 

unexpected situational aspects and their existing relationship so that the teacher could not 

always be certain that his caring would be completed on the part of the student.  

However, as long as a teacher tries to make a conscious commitment to meeting students 

as one-caring, he or she will be able to learn better how to care for each individual 

student and sustain the state of the one-caring even when his or her caring is not 

completed in the part of students, which is why Noddings (1984) called caring an ethical 

decision. In this sense, each encounter is very important as a building block for later 

encounters because each encounter can provide opportunities to influence the whole 

relationship between the one-caring and the cared-for either in a constructive way or not. 

Even when teachers are not very successful in remaining as one-caring in certain 

encounters despite their intention to care, positive encounters that happen later can 

overshadow the earlier not-very-positive encounters. Thus, the one-caring and the cared-

for can overcome some hindrances in their relationship and build a trusting relationship 

with each other. However, for some relationships, particular encounters involving some 

breakdowns between them can influence their whole perception of the relationship in a 

negative way, sometimes making it nearly impossible for later encounters to resolve these 

breakdowns.  

Thus, for the part of teachers, although caring is tough and complex, their 

decision to rely on their ethical responsibility for caring for students will make a 
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difference in their teaching practice. Their caring for particular students may not always 

be accepted as caring at the moment. However, their value and conscious commitment 

put into caring relationships with students can push teachers to understand the struggles, 

desires, and needs of students by trying to feel and think with them, even with the 

expectation of possible difficulties in their relationships with students. For a teacher, 

considering caring relationships with students while meeting them, itself, provides 

learning opportunities for understanding each individual student and their relationships. 

As Swick (1999) stated, when teachers care for their students, they reflect on themselves 

in terms of their own strengths and limitations. Thus, taking a stance of teaching as a 

caring relation, which requires a call for ethical responsibility, influences how teachers 

view themselves and approach their students, becoming a path for an ever-learning 

process of caring for students.  

 

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

There were several limitations that need be kept in mind when considering the 

findings and conclusions of this study. The first limitation related to the nature of 

qualitative research. Because I gathered an extensive amount of data from students’ 

postings in CMC and their teacher’s comments to them, the interviews, and the classroom 

observation, as I analyzed the data, I faced the difficult task of reducing what I saw into 

themes and a model to be conveyed to others. Such a task necessarily required that I 

highlight some data and devalue other data. For example, students’ lives in the cohort 

involved many aspects in addition to their relationship to the main teacher. They had 

another instructor who they also perceived as generally supportive and caring and two 

TAs who were actively involved in teaching and mentoring students. Although my data 

included this part of the cohort’s life, my main interest in the teaching-learning 
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relationships between the students and the lead teacher led me to focus on certain parts of 

the data in more detail. Thus, there were certain realities that I deliberately left out and 

some that I may have missed inadvertently because of my focus. In addition, some of the 

realities I reported here may have been misrepresented even though I worked hard to 

enhance credibility by triangulating the findings from various data sources. 

Another limitation relates to the uniqueness of the research setting and the 

participants of the study. The reading cohort that I observed, as the students stated in the 

interviews, was known for the quality of its preparation of future teachers. Thus, students 

entered to cohort with high expectations for their learning and anticipated the demanding 

work involved in the cohort. The lead teacher also put a great deal of time and effort into 

his teaching of the cohort. All these conditions of the cohort likely influenced the way the 

students perceived their teacher and shaped their relationships with the teacher. 

Moreover, the fact that they would stay together for three semesters may have also 

influenced in some way the course of building relationships between students and the 

teacher. As the teacher mentioned frequently, he kept in mind the three-semester 

sequence when he thought about the progress of a particular student or his teaching. 

Therefore, this unique aspect of the settings and participants of my study should be 

considered in the transfer of any interpretation from this study.  

Relating to the three-semester sequence of the program, if this study had been 

conducted during the entire three-semester period, I would have been able more fully to 

describe the course of relationships between each student and the teacher. However, 

given that most courses in a college setting last for one semester only and that I studied 

these students during the first semester of their time together, my findings may therefore 

be relevant to similar one-semester courses.  
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The unique use of CMC in this reading cohort should be considered as one of 

limitations in transferring the findings of my study to different types of CMC. 

 There are various uses of CMC in the college settings such as courses that are 

purely online without any face-to-face meetings, those that use CMC only for submitting 

classroom assignments and not for pursuing interactions among participants, those that 

use CMC only for private communication without a shared public place, those for which 

the CMC interactions is more focused on peer-to-peer communication, and so on. The 

use of CMC in my study was a hybrid with face-to-face classroom meetings, and had 

different purposes for each page of the virtual space such as for continuing conversations 

among members of the current or previous cohorts and for submitting the class 

assignments and receiving feedback or comments from the teacher or the TAs. Although 

the findings of the study may appear to describe only positive aspects of the role of CMC 

in developing caring relationships between students and the teacher, it cannot be 

emphasized too strongly that CMC can either boost positive relationships among 

participants or hinder such development depending on how the online aspect of the 

course is designed.  

Another limitation of the study is that the participants may have purposely 

withheld information from me in interviews, or they may have become sensitized to my 

research interest and answered in ways meant to please me. Although the students and the 

teacher felt comfortable with my presence, because my interview questions were mostly 

about how they perceived each other’s words in CMC and triggered them to think about 

their relationships with each other, the study may have sharpened their awareness of 

relationship-related phenomena. However, I was surprised at how sincere and genuine 

were the students in answering my questions and in revealing their feelings and 

sometimes struggles in their relationship with the teacher. Also, the teacher provided me 
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with his feelings and thoughts in a genuine way. I was once again relieved when I 

conducted member checking several months after the intense part of data gathering had 

been completed. When they saw what they had said in the interviews again and listened 

to my interpretation of their words, they confirmed that what I had reported represented 

what they had thought and felt at the moment. 

I also must confess my struggles in becoming a qualitative researcher throughout 

the process of my study. As it may happen to other qualitative researchers, I was 

fascinated by watching what was going on in the cohort. Personally, I was impressed with 

the commitment and passion of the teacher for the cohort and also was very excited to 

observe the growth of the students as prospective teachers. Because my attachment to 

them was so strong, I sometimes experienced difficulty in allowing myself enough 

distance to describe the phenomena I observed as a researcher. Especially when I had to 

reveal some tensions or conflicts between some students and the teacher in my writing of 

the findings, I felt some temptation that I would present the data in a way that simply 

painted a “pretty picture.” However, in the process of peer debriefing involving several 

talks with my two advisors, they helped me realize my responsibility as a researcher in 

that I should describe and interpret my data in as complex and nuanced a way as the data 

showed.  

 

IMPLICATIONS 

In this section I suggest some implications of this study for research on teaching 

and learning and on CMC, before turning to implications for educational practice.  
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Implications for Teaching and Learning Studies  

As I mentioned in Chapter 1, most of the research on teaching has not examined 

fully the highly complex interactions of teachers and students through which teaching and 

learning take place. Although researchers have assumed the existence of those 

interactions, there have been few studies that actually investigated the nature of teaching-

learning relationships and how relationships between teachers and students influenced 

both teaching and learning. 

However, the findings of this study show that learning and teaching processes do 

not take place in isolation from each other but are rather inevitably relational, implying 

that much of what is going on in learning and teaching processes is influenced by the 

relationships between students and their teacher. What kind of teaching the teacher can 

provide to each individual student is determined by the teacher’s perception of the 

student or the relationship established so far with the student. For example, when the 

teacher in this study perceived a particular student as someone who would take his 

comments in a constructive way, he thought he could give comments to the student's 

posting in a direct and genuine way. In comparison, when the teacher perceived a student 

as someone who was vulnerable and who would likely feel defensive from reading his 

comments, then the teacher tried to be more careful, more circumspect in his comments.  

In terms of motivation for learning on the part of students, students’ relationships 

with the teacher influenced how the students approached their task and how much they 

valued their work. When they sensed the recognition and validation of their work from 

the teacher’s comments, students first felt good about themselves and then wanted to 

strive harder so that they could get similar kinds of comments from the teacher later on. 

Even more, students constructed their self-image according to what the teacher validated 

and confirmed about them. By contrast, when students did not feel accepted by the 
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teacher for some part of themselves, they became less confident about their ability and 

more aware of those parts of themselves that were not fully accepted by the teacher.  

Although it is difficult to examine the relational aspect of teaching and learning, 

given that teacher-student relationships provide contexts in which particular behaviors 

and attitudes by teachers and students are constructed, any research that attempts to 

understand better the processes of teaching and learning will be enriched by taking a 

relational perspective. One implication of my study for research on teaching and learning 

processes is that such a relational perspective can be investigated fruitfully. 

 

Implications for CMC Research 

In this study, CMC was portrayed as dialogue in which people can meet and 

develop relationships with each other. In order to explore the dialogic nature of CMC 

interactions, I used data from text-based interviews and classroom observations to look at 

students’ and the teacher’s written words in context and in a chain of dialogues with 

multiple sources such as face-to-face contacts and the socio-cultural context of the 

classroom. In this way, I could understand the meaning of an utterance and its impact on 

later dialogues between students and the teacher more deeply than if I had simply read 

the written words in CMC. 

The text-based interview, one of the main methodological tools for my study, was 

especially helpful in probing “the thinking behind text” in students’ CMC postings and 

their teacher’s comments to them and in illuminating the complex and dynamic process 

of constructing and interpreting the utterances in CMC. A text-based interview can 

complement textual analysis (content analysis) in an important way by elucidating the 

meanings intended by authors of texts in CMC. 
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For another implication, I want to suggest that CMC needs to be seen for the role 

it can play, allowing for interactions in which participants can perceive others through 

written interactions and even develop relationships with others. As shown in the findings 

of this study, students constructed personal meaning from the words of the teacher and 

sometimes took his messages deeply to the level of thinking about the teacher’s 

perception of them and their relationship with the teacher. By considering this aspect, 

researchers interested in understanding the nature of CMC interactions might be able to 

take into account the impact of others on the composing and interpreting of CMC 

messages. 

Finally, a particularly valuable complement to this study would be further 

research on how different types of CMC participants or different structures of CMC 

influence the patterns or nature of interactions. In this study, the benefit of CMC 

interactions for students’ learning and developing relationships with the teacher was not 

the same for all students. Depending on students’ perceptions of CMC, their participation 

patterns were different. For some students, CMC was an important place for their 

learning and receiving the teacher’s caring while, for others, CMC was a neutral place or 

had a negative impact on building a relationship with the teacher. In addition, pursuing 

the research questions of my study for different CMC settings and different types of 

teachers would expand the understanding of the nature of CMC interactions more 

broadly.  

  

Implications for Educational Practice 

First, I want to emphasize the importance of viewing teaching and learning 

processes as caring encounters. Every interaction provides one with an opportunity to 

enter into a caring relation (Goldstein, 1999). By entering into teaching as a caring 
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encounter, “a teacher receives and accepts the student’s feeling toward the subject matter; 

she looks at it and listens to it through his eyes and ears” (p. 176). As this study 

described, when students sensed the teacher’s caring for them, they grew as students and 

as prospective teachers. Also, the teacher, recognizing the difference his caring made in 

students’ lives, came to strengthen his identity as a teacher. As shown in the findings of 

my study, caring relations between students and the teacher influenced not only students’ 

affective and intellectual development but also the teacher’s and these preservice 

teachers' ethical motives to become better teachers. Thus, entering into teaching as the 

one-caring would be a very important step for teachers to make their teaching meaningful 

to students and to themselves. 

Second, this study could shed light on the importance of dialogue in teaching and 

learning. Although we might assume that CMC would increase communication among 

participants, however, without responding to each other’s messages, CMC cannot 

become a place for communication or dialogue but rather, remains simply a place for 

turning in class assignments. In this sense, the teacher’s responses to students’ postings in 

this study played a critical role in making CMC a place for a dialogic encounter with the 

students. Initially, what the students in this study wanted most was reassurance from the 

teacher about their work because they were uncertain about their teacher’s expectations 

of them. With CMC interactions with the teacher, students were able to receive more 

assurance and confirmation than in-class meetings could provide. As the semester went 

on, CMC became a place in which students could feel connected to the teacher through 

his written comments to their postings. This increased dialogue through CMC made the 

teacher available and present for students, thereby providing more chances for the teacher 

and students to develop caring relationships with each other. Thus, increasing dialogue in 
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teaching and learning situations can be a means for making students and their teacher get 

to know and feel connected to each other. 

Third, this study might provide some valuable insights about how a teacher’s 

comments should be structured in CMC for best effect. Although the students in this 

study generally preferred elaborated and detailed comments on their work, even brief and 

concise comments from their teacher meant something to the students. When the teacher 

showed his empathy for students’ struggles or his agreement with their feelings and 

thoughts in his CMC comments, they built positive perceptions of the teacher and felt 

personally connected to the teacher. Especially when the teacher praised work into which 

they had put a great deal of effort and time, students felt validated and valued by the 

teacher and that their time and effort had been well spent. As Bardine (1999) also noted, 

when teachers give their students “earned praise,” students learn more and pay more 

attention to those comments and feel better about what they have done. And also, those 

comments give students “confidence and let them know what to do again” (p. 245). 

As another implication for how a teacher should comment on students' work, 

Bakthin’s (1981) terms referring to internally persuasive discourse and authoritative 

discourse provided meaningful connections to the findings of the study. When, in this 

study, students perceived the teacher’s comments as authoritative such as when he tried 

to impose what he thought was the "right" way to think about something, students 

sometimes felt rejected, as Tina stated, “He [the teacher] made the conversation more of a 

‘do’ or ‘don't’ list, rather than actually discussing what was learned in class.” As Bakhtin 

stated, when one contacts with an authoritative utterance, “One must either totally affirm, 

or totally reject it” (p.343). As Prior (1995) and Mirskin (1995) suggested, incorporating 

internally persuasive discourse, discourse that encourages dialogue and negotiation of 

meaning with others, into a teacher’s comments would generate reciprocal interactions 
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between a student and a teacher, promoting contact and dialogue in a teacher’s response 

to students’ writing. 

Finally, for teacher education, caring relationships between preservice teachers 

and their teacher educator could function as a model for preservice teachers' future 

relationships with their own students. Thus, teacher educators’ conscious approach to 

making their teaching a possible place for caring is important in that, as the findings of 

this study showed, through class assignments and multiple contacts with the teacher, 

students were able to build their ethical ideal as prospective teachers. My data suggest 

that it might not be enough for a teacher educator to talk about caring without making an 

actual commitment to caring. As Rogers and Webb (1991) argued, “professional teacher 

educators must recognize the vast possibilities of caring and then make a commitment to 

their students to make an ethic of care the touchstone of their practice” (p. 180) 

 

CONCLUSION 

The results of this study demonstrate that, through CMC dialogue, students and 

their teacher could develop caring relationships with each other. As a hybrid of regular 

in-class interactions, CMC provided increased and enriched opportunities for dialogic 

encounters between students and their teacher, a potential place for developing caring 

encounters. Entering into a dialogic encounter with answerability, students and their 

teacher engaged with each other’s words and tried to put their answering words into the 

other’s responses. While doing this, the teacher tried to feel what students were feeling 

through their words, allowing him to be moved by their needs and wants. 

For the students, their answerability in dialogic encounters with the teacher in 

CMC moved them to show in their responses their appreciation of the teacher’s caring 

and their growth. With such reciprocal influences on each other, they would see 
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themselves through the other and author themselves based on the better and best parts 

that were valued by the other. However, dialogic encounters between students and the 

teacher were also challenged by their conflicts and tensions based on their previous 

encounters and perceptions of each other. 

Searching for understanding of teaching-learning relationships from a caring 

perspective and a Bakhtinian approach to dialogue highlights the significance of each 

encounter, if only brief, between a student and a teacher. No matter how fleeting it may 

be, even through one word, the teacher can receive the student fully as the one caring and 

the student can receive the teacher’s caring. Such brief and temporary encounters can be 

a cornerstone for later trusting and caring relationships with others, so that a teacher can 

find a joy and reward in his or her teaching and a student can “grow and glow” under the 

teacher’s caring.  
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Appendices 

APPENDIX A. BACKGROUND SURVEY  
 

Name: ___________________________ Cohort: ______ Date: ___________________ 

 

What is your academic major? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

What are your fields of interests? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

What is the reason for enter this cohort?  

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

What do you want to learn from these two courses? In other words, what is your goal as 

you begin your courses? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

How many courses with computer-mediated communication (CMC) such as Bulletin 

Board and asynchronous discussions have you taken?  

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

How do you access the Internet for this course? (from home? Cable? Modem dial—up? 

DSL?) 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX B. FIRST INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 

1. Why did you choose this cohort? Have you heard about Paul or this cohort before 

you entered this program? 

2. When you have a chance to describe Dr. Jones, Paul’s courses to someone, what 

would you say? 

3. During the tutoring time, he goes around and watches your tutoring. Have you 

ever had him during your tutoring? How was it? 

4. After the tutoring, you have a sharing time. What do you think the purpose of that 

time? When he calls on someone who did a good job on his or her tutoring. How 

do you feel about it? 

5. What do you think about his way to give a lecture or lead a classroom discussion? 

When he brings up your TeachNet postings to use for classroom discussions, what 

do you think about it? 

6. What are your overall TeachNet experiences? 

7. What do you think about his comments? How do you feel about him, his 

personality through the words in TeachNet? 

8. He responds nearly to everyone. What do you think about it? 

9. If he didn’t respond to your postings, what would TeachNet activities be like? 

10. Do you think you get to know him better with all classroom activities, especially 

teaching postings and comments? 

11. Do you tell any difference between him and TAs in terms of how much you value 

their comments? 
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12. The other day, he said to the whole class, “you are the most incredible group. You 

are unbelievably detailed on your poem, reading…..” How did you feel at that 

time? 
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