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ABSTRACT

In this thesis, | investigate the nature of change that two adult language learners/users
have experienced in learning to become bilingual through the mediation of

autobiographical narrative writing.

The major purposes of the thesis are to identify the nature of change that adult language
learners/users have experienced in learning and using plural languages through the
mediation of autobiographical writing in L2, and to examine the usefulness of narrative
inquiry as a complementary research approach to understand the complexity of

language and literacy learning from the learner’s perspectives.

To this end the following research questions have been posed.

1. What can learners’ stories tell about the long-term processes of language and
literacy learning?

2.  What role can written autobiographical narrative play in processes of language
learning?

3. What is the potential contribution of narrative inquiry to research in the field of

language and literacy learning?

In addressing these questions, | have drawn on socio-cultural and narrative theory to
undertake a longitudinal study of two language learners/users — Satoko, a young

Chinese-Japanese woman, and myself. Thus, the study comprises Satoko’s biographical

Xi



study and my own autobiographical study, in which I am simultaneously the subject and

the object of inquiry.

I have analysed how processes of becoming bilingual for both of us were represented in
autobiographical narratives, and, in turn, how the act of writing autobiographical
narratives mediated ways in which we learned to become bilingual. By utilising
narrative inquiry, | have attempted to broaden the locus of research into language and

literacy learning from language development to learner development.

A feature of the research design implemented in the thesis is its layered approach to
narrative construction and analysis. This approach has enabled me to provide detailed
insights into the complex interrelationships between linguistic and non-linguistic
dimensions of language learning. In particular it has enabled me to highlight the
multifaceted nature of learners’ change and the significance of affect, social relations,
and transformation of identities as learners work between two languages. It has also
enabled me to address ways in which learners’ engagement with written narrative

impacted both their linguistic and non-linguistic development.

Outcomes from the research suggest that complex processes of language and literacy
learning can be profitably examined through the notion of becoming bilingual, which
entails continuous translation across languages — hence the use of the term becoming

bilingual in the title of this thesis.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION: EXPLORING
LANGUAGE AND LITERACY LEARNING THROUGH

THE LENS OF NARRATIVE

1.1 Why becoming bilingual?

In this thesis I investigate, through narrative inquiry, the nature of ‘change’ that adult
language learners/users have experienced in learning to become bilingual. It is a basic
assumption of education that learning entails change (Chappell et al., 2003a; Katznelson
et al., 2001; Leki, 2000). Learners are expected to emerge different, either explicitly or
implicitly, in some way from their initial state through the learning experience
(Chappell et al., 2003a). They become “more ‘knowledgeable’, ‘skilled’, ‘motivated’,
‘assertive’, ‘creative’ or ‘critical’, depending on the particular aim (and success)”
(Chappell et al., 2003a, p. 27) of the educational program. Thus, identifying what counts
as change is a central issue in much educational research. Much of second language and
literacy research has investigated language learning in terms of the change in learners’
linguistic knowledge and skills in the target language. While developing control of
linguistic codes of the target language constitutes an important part of learners’ change,
other aspects of learners’ change remain relatively under-researched and

under-theorised.

In this thesis | wish to make an argument for a shift in focus in ways of investigating



and theorising learners’ change. My central argument is that in language education,
where the main focus is on the development of linguistic knowledge and skills, it is also
important to adopt complementary research perspectives to focus on language learners’
lived experiences. This is because learning more about the learners’ experiences can
enhance our understanding of language learners and their learning processes. Better
understanding of learners will ultimately contribute to better theorizing of language and
literacy development, which in turn leads to better teaching practices. In this thesis
theory building thus involves a recursive relationship with analysis of learners’ practices.
To this end, | draw on two theoretical perspectives. One is sociocultural theory of
learning to bridge between interpersonal and intrapersonal aspects of change, and the
other is narrative theory to investigate people’s meaning-making of their lived
experiences. Through the analysis of learners’ autobiographical narratives, my study
aims to contribute to better understandings of the multifaceted nature of learners’

change where linguistic, social and affective aspects are necessarily entwined.

The notion of becoming bilingual, highlighted in the title of the thesis, needs some
explanation here. In this study I adopt the notion of “multi-competence” (Cook, 1992,
1999, 2002) to investigate the development of learners’ control of multiple linguistic
resources. Multi-competence refers to “the knowledge of more than one language in the
same mind” (Cook, 2002, p. 10). Thus the focus of my study is not solely on the
acquisition and use of second language, but on the inter-play between learners’ first and

subsequent languages and their configuration as a whole.

My central focus of research is on the ways in which learners change over time, rather

solely on the development of their language(s). By utilising narrative inquiry as a
2



research tool, | attempt to broaden the locus of research into language and literacy
learning from ‘language development’ to ‘learner development’. The term becoming
bilingual rather than second language development thus better describes my research
objective. In addition, as I explain later in the thesis, the term becoming bilingual is
significant for capturing my own progression as a research student, studying and writing
in a second language, while also researching the complexities of ‘learner development’.
I should also emphasise that my understanding of the term bilingual does not imply
equal proficiency in two languages. Rather, it refers to the processes whereby learners
engage in regular use of more than one language (Baker, 1996; Grosjean, 1995;
Pavlenko, 2003a). Since my research addresses learners’ engagement with two
languages, the term bilingual is highlighted here; however, the issues and outcomes of
the research are not restricted to the learning of two languages. For this reason, I
sometimes use the terms bilingual and multilingual interchangeably. | should also note
that, in line with Cook (2002), | have adopted the term language user. However in
recognition of the lifelong processes involved in language learning, in the thesis | have

modified the term to language learner/user.

1.2 Origin of this study

My research started as an attempt to reflect on, and to theorise about, my own life-long
transition as a language learner/user as well as a language teacher/researcher. In this
sense, as Clandinin and Connelly (2000, p. 121) suggest, narrative inquiry, is “always
strongly autobiographical. Our research interests come out of our own narratives of

experience and shape our narrative inquiry plotlines”. My research is no exception. In



what follows, I briefly describe the connections between my research and my
autobiography, although a more detailed account of my autobiography is provided in My

story section in Chapter 4.

As a language teacher, researcher and a language learner, | have been interested in
‘change’ on the part of language learners through their experiences of learning and
using “languages other than, or in addition to, their mother tongues” (Casanave, 2002, p.
181). My particular interest has been the consequences of learners’ border crossing
experiences across geographical, sociocultural and linguistic borders (Bhatia & Ram,
2001; Kramsch, 1998, 2002; Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000). The term border crossing as |
am using it in this thesis refers to continuous movements across various borders. As will
be seen, this is a concept which has considerable importance in my research. At a
concrete level, border crossing refers to physical movement of individuals across
geographical, particularly national borders, as migrants and sojourners. At a more
metaphorical level, it also refers to crossing time and space to narrate one’s life story

while working across different languages, modalities, and genres.

My interest in learners’ change originated from my first overseas experience as an
exchange student in an American high school in the early 1970s. While | was in the
United States, | experienced an identity crisis, and started to question whether people
change when they move into a different culture, or whether they remain basically the
same. This prototypical question led me to study anthropology, psychology and
linguistics in higher education to develop a deeper understanding of ways in which
people change. More than thirty years has elapsed since my first overseas sojourn.

Although my life has been through a number of different phases, my basic interests in
4



people’s change remain relatively constant. Hence, at the most fundamental level my
first overseas experience led me to the present PhD research and to an investigation of

people’s transitions resulting from linguistic and sociocultural border crossings.

My interest in learners’ change took shape in various ways. My major interest at one
time was learners’ cognitive processes and their evolving linguistic rules as researched
in the field of second language acquisition (SLA). | took an interest in, and had been
working within an SLA research orientation, while I was undertaking my master’s
degree in applied linguistics in the late 1980s. | found SLA research liberating because
it had helped researchers and language teachers move away from reliance on the
prescription and speculation of what and how teachers should teach language, to a
description and explanation of what and how learners actually learn. For instance, SLA
researchers reconceptualised the notions of ‘error’ from the failure of learning to the
manifestation of creative processes by which learners construct a mental grammar of the
second language (Corder, 1967). In this respect | concluded that SLA research assigned

a more active role to language learners, in particular to their cognitive domain.

However, my research interests and perspectives shifted from learners’ cognition to their
lives, and, as a result, | have gravitated towards more socially-oriented research. This is
partly because of my growing concern with socio-political issues of second language
learning and teaching in Japan, and also because of my growing interest in the role of
historical and social contexts in shaping language learning and learners. While 1 do not
suggest that cognitive approaches are irrelevant, | wish to stress that language learning

is both cognitive and social, and that privileging cognitive-only approaches at the

expense of others has a danger of leading to “theoretical distortions and to undesirable
5



practices” (Sfard, 1998, p. 4). My research interest has become then to find ways to
approach second language and literacy learning from a more socially-oriented

perspective that conceptualises learners and their change more broadly.

My current interest in this thesis is to explore the complexity of language and literacy
learning experiences through the lens of narrative. This means that | investigate how
language learners perceive and articulate their changes by reflecting on their
border-crossing experiences through writing personal narratives in their second
language (L2). My interest in the research topic and research approach originated from
my experience of moving between two different academic communities and languages
as a research writer. After having established myself as an experienced language teacher
and a research writer in my first language (L1) context, Japan, | became a mature
international research student in an English-medium university in Australia. This meant
that on the one hand, | was considered as an old timer or an expert in the Japanese
academic community; on the other hand, | was a novice research writer in the Australian
context. My dual role in two different academic communities and in two different
languages has shaped my research perspectives and practices, and has led me to reflect
on the complex identity transformation task of becoming a bilingual research writer.
This experience has also led me to research language learners’ transitions from the
perspective of language learners. In other words, my interest lies in studying language
learners’ stories from inside, and, in particular, from the perspective of their/my own
experiences. My particular emphasis on writing, and the role of autobiographical
narrative in becoming a bilingual writer, arose in part from my personal experiences and
interests, but, as | will indicate later, also from the potential offered by written narrative

to mediate processes of language learning and to enable self reflection on change.
6



Besides my autobiographical study, I also wanted to learn from other people’s
experiences of learning and using multiple languages in their lives. Thus, I conducted
biographical research with other language learners/users about their transitions
accompanied with border crossings. In this thesis | draw on the experiences of a research
participant named Satoko (pseudonym), who came to Japan from China in her childhood,
and became a bilingual speaker of Chinese and Japanese. | had been interacting with her
through writing-related activities for several years. Satoko spontaneously started writing
her life story in her second language (L2) in collaboration with me, while she was going
through an important life transition. In the course of co-constructing her
autobiographical narrative and through dialogic interaction about writing, Satoko has
undergone a significant change to transform her bilingual and bicultural identities. This
has made me question why she turned to narrative, and what potential narrative, and in
particular written narrative, has as a mediational artifact. At the same time, in the course
of researching and writing about Satoko’s life story, I also experienced significant
transitions as a research writer. This collaborative writing experience reinforced my
interest in written narrative. This thesis has thus developed out of my efforts of
re-storying language learning from language development to learner development, and

through narrative writing experiences and meaning-making of these experiences.

1.3 Research questions

The major purposes of this thesis are two-fold. The first purpose is to identify the nature

of change that adult language learners/users have experienced in learning to become



bilingual through the mediation of autobiographical narrative writing in L2. To
investigate this issue, learners’ change is analysed at two different levels: learners’
life-long transitions that are represented in their autobiographical narratives; and
learners’ change that has been brought about through the mediation of writing
autobiographical narratives. The second purpose of this thesis is to examine the
usefulness of narrative inquiry as a complementary research approach to understand the
complexity of language and literacy learning from the learners’ perspective. In line with

the purposes of the thesis mentioned above, my three main research questions are:

1. What can learners’ stories tell about long-term processes of language and literacy
learning?

2.  What role can written autobiographical narrative play in processes of language
learning?

3. What is the potential contribution of narrative inquiry to research in the fields of

language and literacy learning?

The research questions are addressed through a longitudinal narrative inquiry of two
language learners/users: one is a research participant, Satoko, and the other is a
researcher, myself. My central aim in the longitudinal studies is to explore, ina
wholistic way, the nature of change that two bilingual persons have experienced in
learning to write their autobiographical narratives collaboratively in their second
languages. | explore how the processes of becoming bilingual are represented in
autobiographical narratives, and, in turn, how the act of writing autobiographical

narratives has mediated the learners’ transition of becoming bilingual.



1.4 Theoretical framework of the thesis

| stated earlier that my study is grounded in sociocultural perspectives and uses
narrative theory to gain a deeper understanding of the complexity of language and
literacy learning processes. In this section, | elaborate that statement by outlining the
theoretical parameters of my research. As indicated, in the thesis I seek to propose a
complementary approach to studying language and literacy learning from learners’
perspectives. | begin this section by arguing why there is the need for a complementary
approach that focuses on language learners and learners’ change. I then move on to an
elaboration of the relationship between sociocultural perspectives and narrative theory.
This section thus provides the context for my more detailed discussion of narrative in

the following chapter.

1.4.1 Why the need for a complementary approach to studying
second language and literacy learning?

In the field of second language and literacy research, two major research orientations

can be distinguished in terms of identifying what counts as change. One focuses on
language learning and the other on the language learner (Ellis, 1994). According to Ellis,
mainstream SLA research, with its emphasis on the search for universal characteristics
of L2 acquisition, has tended to focus on language learning rather than the language
learner (Ellis, 1994, 2001). Where SLA researchers have focused on the learner, their
major interest has typically been in individual learner differences, such as age, aptitude,
cognitive style and personality in relation to their contributions to learning outcomes
(Ellis, 1994). Thus, within the mainstream tradition, learners’ change was
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predominantly researched in terms of changes in their linguistic knowledge and skills in
the target language. Even though the linguistic outcomes of second language learning
have been well documented, the research literature on non-linguistic outcomes, such as
changes in learners’ affective and social domains, has been relatively sparse (Katznelson,
Perpignan, & Rubin, 2001). Thus, it would be fair to say that while SLA research has
contributed to the development of theories of language, and theories of language
learning, “theories about learners” (Norton & Toohey, 2002, p. 116) have been relatively

underdeveloped.

Additionally, until recently, learners’ voices and learners’ experiences told by
themselves have been underrepresented in second language/literacy research. Leki
(2001, p. 17-18) provides a very clear argument for more representation of learners’

voices in research:

The task I set myself for this chapter was to review the professional literature
looking for instances of those “hidden transcripts™ of second language (L2)
students’ experience in their L2 English writing courses. | wanted to hear their
voices talking about the problems and successes they encountered in their
writing classes and their interpretation of why things went as they did. | hoped
to find research studies that used in-depth case study, longitudinal, multiple
interview, and /or observational methods focused on L2 students with names
who would tell us in their own voices what happened to them for better or
worse in L2 writing classes. | was not interested in public transcript of what
they did, how they did it, or whether a particular teaching method or
technique improved their writing. Instead | hoped to learn how they reflected
on what they did and how they did it, what they understood from their
experiences, how they constructed what was happening to them in L2 writing
classes, what they said amongst themselves.

Given the explosion of research on L2 writing since 1990, | found many

10



examples of the public transcript, studies documenting a wide range of
aspects of L2 writing classes: students’ writing processes, their preferences for
teacher feedback, their behaviors during peer review sessions, their revision
practices, drafts of texts, analyses of texts, performances on writing exams,
selections of writing exam topics -- a great deal of this sort of things.
Although much of this material is very helpful in illuminating what goes on in
L2 writing, | was struck by the fact that so many of these studies talked about
the students but never gave evidence that the researchers spent any time
talking to the students, never asked them one on one what all this (whatever
feature of L2 writing was under study) meant to them. No doubt those
conversations sometimes did take place but for some reason they did not end
up in the public record in any detail (Leki, 2001, pp. 17-18).

The gap in research described by Leki is also identified by Pavlenko and Lantolf (2000).
They argue that the main reason for this gap in the literature is that there has been a
tendency to undervalue the first-person account as being less reliable and less valid
when compared to the third-person account that is favoured in dominant positivist

research traditions.

Within psycholinguistic research perspectives, language learners have also been
under-represented, and have also been constructed in particular ways (Breen, 2001;
Lantolf & Pavlenko, 2001; R. Mitchell & Myles, 2004). Lantolf and Pavlenko (2001)
argue, for example, that SLA research tended to “peel away the multiple and complex
layers that constitute real individuals”, and reduce people’s identities to those of “a
'learner’ and/or a 'non-native speaker' of a given language” (Lantolf & Pavlenko, 2001, p.
141). Moreover, these notions such as native speaker and non-native speaker have been
taken to be unproblematic and uncontested. Learning outcomes have been centrally
assessed by the degree of approximation to the target language rules, which are defined

by native speakers’ standard. L2 learners are often contrasted with native speakers of the
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target language, and their language is characterised in terms of deficiency and deviation
from the native-speaker’s norm. The conception of the language learner is then one of a
“deficient communicator struggling to overcome an underdeveloped L2 competence,
striving to reach the target competence of an idealized native speaker” (Firth & Wagner,
1997, p. 285). If not deficit, language learners are often viewed as culturally ‘different’
from native speakers of the target language. A number of researchers have criticized the
danger of essentialising and labeling of L2 learners (Cook, 2002; Kubota, 1997, 1999,
2001a; Spack, 1997; Zamel, 1997). Cook (2002, p. 276), for example, argues that “L2
users were often seen as having a fixed set of characteristics as part of the group of L2
users, not as having control over themselves, responding to the pressures around them and
having multiple group memberships”. The major problems with this ‘culturally different
view’ are the static and homogeneous views of culture, often conflated with nation, and
consequently treating L2 learners as “an undifferentiated group” (Pavlenko & Piller,

2001, p. 18).

There is a need to find ways to approach second language learning from a perspective
which conceptualises learners differently. Such an approach is needed to elucidate “a
comprehensive picture of language learners as thinking, feeling and acting persons in a
context of language use that is grounded in social relationships with other people”
(Breen, 2001, p. 172), rather than treating them solely as language learners, or

non-native speakers.

In recent years there have been attempts to broaden the scope of research not only to
learner language, but also to the language learners (e.g. Benson & Nunan, 2005;

Casanave, 2002; Leki, 2001; Norton, 2000; Pavlenko, 1998; Toohey, 2000). For
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instance, research interest in language learning and learner’s identity has been growing
(Block, 2006; Harklau, 2000; McKay & Wong, 1996; Norton, 2000; Pavlenko &
Blackledge, 2004; Toohey, 2000). Also research literature in exploring L2 learners’ lived
experience and personal history has been steadily increasing (e.g. Bell, 1997; Casanave,
1998; Hirvela & Belcher, 2001; Kanno, 2003; Pavlenko, 1998, 2001b). The common
thread of these studies is the call for developing second language and literacy research
incorporating the “subjective and the social dimensions of language learning and
teaching along with the linguistic aspects”(McGroarty, 1998, p. 592). These studies
have shown that language learners’ experiences are richer and more complex than
allowed for in traditional accounts. Such studies have also helped alter views about
language learners. Learners have been increasingly understood as complex social beings,
not just as deficit communicators of the target language (McKay & Wong, 1996). In
arguing against a deficit view of L2 learners, Cook (1999, 2002) presents an alternative
notion of “multi-competent language users”, who have a unique status as standing
between two languages and cultures. Multi-competent language users differ from
monolingual native speakers in their knowledge in L1 and L2, and in some of their
cognitive processes. Cook claims that L2 learners should be considered as speakers in
their own right, not as failed native speakers. My own study is informed by such
arguments and | take the view that L2 learners are complex social beings (McKay &
Wong, 1996), multi-competent language users (Cook, 1999), and that their learning
takes place “through activity-with-others” (Russell, 1997, p. 231). | therefore locate the

learner at the centre of inquiry into language learning and development.

Notions of learners as social beings and as multi-competent language users who learn

‘though activity-with-others” (Russell, 1997, p. 231), foreground sociocultural theories
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of learning. In the following sections | elaborate the role of sociocultural theories in my
research and the place of narrative within my theoretical framework. | begin by
clarifying the sociocultural perspective within which my research is located. Then |
introduce narrative theory, which is utilised both as theoretical and methodological
framework for this study. These theoretical foundations serve as bases for exploring
learners’ identity transformation. I explain why identity is an issue in language learning,
and how it is approached in this study. Since my emphasis in the research is on written
narratives, as opposed to oral narratives, | elaborate the ways in which I have theorised

second language writing.

I have organised my discussion of the theoretical framework of the thesis in relation to
the following questions:

1. Why sociocultural theory?

2. Why narrative?

3. Why identity?

4. Why written narratives (as opposed to spoken narratives)?

1.4.2 Why sociocultural theory?

The advantage of taking sociocultural theory as a theoretical framework for studying
language learning is that it allows me to broaden the scope of my research toward more
learner-sensitive, culture-sensitive perspectives, with an emphasis on the importance of
the historical context of the learner. Sociocultural theory helps frame the locus of
learning, the role of language learners, and the view of language. More specifically,

sociocultural theory enables me to view language learning as a socially mediated joint
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activity in which learners learn through dialogic interactions with others situated within
a specific sociocultural environment (Wells, 1999). Thus, language learners in this
thesis are seen as social beings with histories, and with learning taking place “through
activity-with-others” (Russell, 1997, p. 231). Language is conceived as, first and
foremost, a social phenomenon rather than a faculty of the individual mind (Hakuta &

Bloom, 1986).

Fundamental tenets of sociocultural approaches to learning include the argument that
higher mental functions develop out of social interaction, and that this external activity
is transformed into mental functions through the process of internalization, in large part,
by language (Wygotsky, 1978). Two important claims are distinguished here: first, the
claim that “higher mental functioning in the individual derives from social life”
(Wertsch, 1991, p. 19), and second, that “human action, on both the social and

individual planes, is mediated by tools and signs” (Wertsch, 1991, p. 19).

The first claim regarding the social origin of higher mental functions is based on the
assertion that development occurs first in the interpersonal domain and is then
transformed into the intrapersonal domain through the process of internalization.

Wygotsky (1978, p. 57) explains the process of internalization as following:

An interpersonal process is transformed into an intrapersonal one.

Every function in the child's cultural development appears twice: first, on the
social level, and later, on the individual level; first, between people
(interpsychological), and then inside the child (intrapsychological). This
applies equally to voluntary attention, to logical memory, and to the formation
of concepts. All the higher functions originate as actual relations between
human individuals.
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[..]

The internalization of socially rooted and historically developed activities is
the distinguishing feature of human psychology.

Wygotsky (1978) differentiated between higher and lower mental functions. Lower
functions are genetically inherited, whereas higher mental functions, such as rational
thought and logical memory, do not develop innately but are internalised from social
interaction. In other words, “social interaction constitutes the prerequisite for the
emergence of higher forms of consciousness”(Johnson, 2004, p. 117). Within this
theoretical perspective it is argued that all humans share a common biological
endowment, but that individual development cannot be understood without reference to
the social and cultural context within which it is embedded. For Vygotsky, “the
mechanism of individual developmental change is rooted in society and culture” (Cole
& Scribner, 1978, p. 7). Hence, cognitive development is fundamentally a

socio-culturally mediated process (Dicamilla & Lantolf, 1994).

Claims regarding the social origin of human mental processes have important
implications for language development and also for my research. Language
development, it is argued, initially starts with a child’s interaction with peers or adults
for the purpose of communication, but is later internalized into a means of the child’s
own thinking and becomes a way of controlling his/her activity (Vygotsky, 1978).What
follows from this argument is that social interactions play an important role in language
development. If this claim is applied to L2 learning, then L2 learning can be understood
as a “process of learning to participate in socioculturally important activities” (Doehler,
2002, p. 26). L2 learning can be discussed in terms of learner’s social participation or

language socialisation (Ochs, 1988; Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000; Poole, 1992; Rampton,
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1995; C. Roberts, 2001; Willett, 1995) rather than knowledge accumulation in an
individual’s head. Likewise, the learner has to be seen as a social being (Mitchell &

Miles, 2004), who actively engages in learning with people around him/her.

The second claim in sociocultural theory, which has had considerable impact on
language learning research, and which is central to my research, is that of ‘mediation’.

Lantolf and Thorne (2006, p. 79) describe the concept of mediation as follows.

Mediation is the process through which humans deploy culturally constructed
artifacts, concepts, and activities to regulate (i.e. gain voluntary control over
and transform) the material world or their own and each other's social and
mental activity. With respect to symbolic artifacts, language activity, speaking
and writing, is the primary, though not exclusive, mediational means humans
deploy for thinking. ...

It is essential to keep in mind that languaging activity is not construed as the
equivalent of thinking; rather it is a means of regulating the thinking process.

Wygotsky drew on Engel's concept of human labor and tools as the means of
transforming nature, and he extended this concept of mediation to include the use of
symbolic tools, or signs such as language, writing, number systems (Cole & Scribner,
1978). Both physical and symbolic tools are “artifacts created by human culture(s) over
time and are made available to succeeding generations” (Lantolf, 2000a, p. 80).
Symbolic tools are internally directed at organizing and controlling our mental activity.
Among other symbolic tools, language is the most important for mediating our thoughts,

feelings, and behaviours.

Important here is that the role of language is considered, “in addition to fulfilling its
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communicative function”, to serve “as a means of organizing mental activities”
(Johnson, 2004, p. 111). This function is typically evident in the emergence of children’s
private (egocentric) speech. \igotsky argued that speech begins for others and then
eventually is directed toward oneself (\ygotsky, 1978). Young children often engage in
private speech, that is, talking to, and for, themselves to regulate their own behaviour,
rather than for external or communicative purposes. In Vygotsky’s words, “Aspects of
external or communicative speech as well as egocentric speech turn ‘inward’ to become
the basis of inner speech” (Mygotsky, 1978, p. 57). Thus, the main function of language
is “to serve as a mediator between two planes: the interpersonal (between people) and

the intrapersonal (within the individual)” (Johnson, 2004, p. 111).

Notions within sociocultural theory of the place of social interaction and mediation are
central to the way in which narrative is conceptualised in my study, and | turn now to a

brief discussion of narrative and its relationship with sociocultural theory.

1.4.3 Why Narrative?

Narrative is seen in this research as sitting within the broader theoretical umbrella of
sociocultural theory, and conceptualised as a sociocultural mediating artifact (Lantolf,
2000; Wertsch, 1998) which people use “to language” (Swain, 2006a) their experiences,
to make sense of themselves and the world, and also to transform selves. I draw on
sociocultural theory, in particular, on notions of mediation and languaging (Swain,
20064a) as an explanatory framework to consider the contributions of narrative to

learners’ change.
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Why study narratives in particular? This is because narrative is one of the primary
means that people use to make meaning of experiences. Thus, narrative is particularly
suited to study people’s experience. Important here is that narrative is not simply
representation of experience, but rather narrative is a mediational means in the
production of meaning of experience. In other words, making-meaning of experience is
often achieved through narrating. Thus, “experience itself becomes intelligible to

humans only when they narrate it” (De Fina, 2003, p. 17).

In articulating the relationship between narrative and mediation, | have found the notion
of languaging by Swain (2006a) to be useful. Languaging is defined “as the use of
speaking and writing to mediate cognitively complex activities” (Swain & Deters, 2007,
p. 822). It is “the process of making meaning and shaping knowledge and experience
through language” (Swain, 2006a, p. 98). Drawing on Smagorinsky (1998), Swain
argues that “[lJanguaging serves as a vehicle through which thinking is articulated and
transformed into an artifactual form” (2006a, p. 97), either in speaking or writing, that is
shareable with ourselves and others. “Through speaking, thought is externalized.
Externalized as an utterance, it becomes an object. As an object it can be scrutinized,
questioned, reflected upon, disagreed with, changed, or disregarded” (Swain & Lapkin,
2002, p. 285). In other words, languaging is a “process which creates a visible or

audible product about which one can language further” (Swain, 2006a, p. 97).

To apply the notion of languaging to narrative, it can be argued that narrative, either
spoken or written, is one of the major ways of languaging lived experiences. Thus,
telling and writing narrative can serve as a means of meaning-making and reshaping

past experience. Narrative, as understood in this study, can thus be described as a
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sociocultural mediating artifact (Lantolf, 2000; Wertsch, 1998) which people use “to
language” (Swain, 2006a) their experiences, to make sense of themselves and the world,

and also to transform selves. This argument is further developed in Chapter 2.

1.4.4 Why identity?

The ‘social turn’ (Block, 2003; Gee, 2000), evident in second language research in
recent years, has resulted in a growing literature on language and identity, and its
relation to second language learning (Block, 2006, 2007; Firth & Wagner, 1997; Norton,
1997, 2000; Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). Conceptions of identity in this literature
differ from earlier studies within a social psychological framework, where features of
social identity, including race, ethnicity and gender, were viewed as the fixed property
of the individual (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). In contrast, recent studies take a more
dynamic view of identity and foreground the role of language “as constitutive of and
constituted by a language learner's identity” (Norton, 2000, p. 5). Norton explains the

close link between language and identity as follows:

Every time language learners speak, they are not only exchanging information
with their interlocutors; they are also constantly organizing and reorganizing a
sense of who they are and how they relate to the social world. They are, in
other words, engaged in identity construction and negotiation (Norton, 1997,
p. 410).

Similarly, when language learners write, they are conveying not only ideational content,
but also the representation of the self (Hyland, 2002; Ivani¢, 1998; Pavlenko, 2001b,
2003b). The sense of who we are, as Pavlenko (2003b, p. 177) claims, is “extremely

relevant to how we write and what we write about and that, every time we write
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something, we put our own selves on the line”. Thus, writing can be seen as an act of

identity (Ivanic, 1998).

Here language is understood not simply as “a neutral carrier of our understanding but
[as] fundamentally implicated in the construction of meaning”, and as such, it is
centrally involved “in the ways we negotiate, construct and change our understanding of
our societies and ourselves” (Hyland, 2002, p. 57). Thus language is not simply “a
linguistic system of signs and symbols” (Norton & Toohey, 2002, p. 115); but also “a
complex social practice in which the value and meaning ascribed to an utterance are
determined in part by the value and meaning ascribed to the person who speaks”
(Norton & Toohey, 2002, p. 115). If we accept that language and identity are
inextricably linked, language learners are not only learning a linguistic system, but they
are learning to take up new identities in the second language (Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000).
Thus the link between language and identity must be seen as a major issue in language

learning research.

In my research I approach learner’s identity from a narrative perspective, in which
narrative is considered a resource for making meaning of our experience and for
constructing our relationship with others (Brockmeier & Carbaugh, 2001; De Fina,
2003; Kroger, 2000; McAdams, 1999; Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000; Rosenwald &
Ochberg, 1992). As will be argued, a major reason for adopting narrative approaches is
that narrative inquiry has the potential of shifting the research focus from what is being
learned to what kind of person a learner is becoming. Narrative approaches enable a
shift from a focus on language learning as the acquisition of knowledge and skills to a

focus of identity transformation of language learners. A major aspect of change through
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learning is this transformation of learners’ identities. Wenger (1998) explains the

relationship between learning and identity as follows.

Because learning transforms who we are and what we can do, it is an
experience of identity. It is not just an accumulation of skills and information,
but a process of becoming - to become a certain person, or, conversely, to
avoid becoming a certain person. We accumulate skills and information, not in
the abstract as ends in themselves, but in the service of an identity. It is in that
formation of an identity that learning can become a source of meaningfulness
and of personal and social energy. (Wenger, 1998, p. 15)

Narrative approach to identity is premised on the notion of “self as a storyteller”
(Bruner, 1990, p. 111). This means that people tell who they are by telling their life
stories. As Ricoeur (1992, p. 246) puts it, “To answer the question Who? ...is to tell the
story of a life.” Thus, in short, the act of narrating is considered an act of constructing
identity. Self-narratives help organize our sense of who we are, and also develop,
maintain and transform a sense of self (McAdams, 1999; Brockmeier & Carbaugh,
2001). Important to note here is that the self is not something to be discovered through
narrative, but in fact it is something to be imagined and constructed through narrative
(Brady, 1990). Narrative does not show people just as they were, rather “it expresses
what they believe themselves to have been and to be” (Brady, 1990, p. 43). Thus,
narrative does not just help people make sense of their past experience but serves as one
of the primary means by which identities may be fashioned (Rosenwald & Ochberg,
1992). 1t is this “self-formative power” (Rosenwald & Ochberg, 1992, p. 1) of narrative
that makes it important. Narrative can thus be seen as a “mediating artifact” (Lantolf,
2000; Wertsch, 1985) which people use to make sense of themselves and the world, and
also to transform selves.
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An important point about narrative identity construction with regard to sociocultural
theory is that a person’s identity formation is not solely individual property, but rather
the result of interplay between personal and social. Although identity formation through
narrative appears to be an intrapersonal process, it does not occur in a purely
individualistic sense. Rather, people create narratives about their own selves and the
world in vital co-operation with others in their social world (Burr, 1995). Narrative
construction of self occurs dialogically on a social, inter-personal plane in a specific
sociocultural context. Culture provides both resources and constraints for the
construction of individual narratives. In this sense narratives are jointly authored both
by the person and the culture within which the story is embedded (McAdams, 1999).
Thus, narrative identity formation can be seen as a “psychosocial construction” (Kroger,
2000, p. 22), where personal and social closely interact. Additionally, since narrative is a
way of using language (Bruner, 1990), narrative approaches to identity stress the role of

language in mediating identity formation and transformation.

1.4.5 Why written narratives (as opposed to spoken narratives)?

My particular emphasis in this research is on written narrative, and on the role of
autobiographical narrative in becoming bilingual. Specifically, | investigate the ways in
which two language learners/users, including myself, underwent various changes both
through writing autobiographical narratives in our second languages and in dialogic
interaction about our writing. Although we utilised both spoken and written modes to
narrate our life stories, a major concern in both life stories was writing autobiographical
narratives in L2. As explained earlier, my research focus arose in part from my personal
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experiences and interests, but also from my desire to better understand the potential of
written narrative to mediate the process of language learning, and to enable self
reflection on change and on identity formation. So at this point is it necessary to explain

the way in which second language writing is theorised in this research.

In theorising second language writing | draw on two major notions. One is the notion of
mediation within a sociocultural framework, and the possibility of theorising writing
activity as mediational means, and the other is Cook’s notions of “multi-competence”
(1992, 1999, 2002) to highlight the learner’s control of multiple linguistic resources in

writing in L2.

® Mediation within a sociocultural framework

As previously indicated, within sociocultural theory, language is seen as a powerful
symbolic artifact that can mediate humans’ physical and mental activities. In a study of
the role of autobiographical narrative in language learning, the mediational function of
language is of particular importance. The advantage of taking a sociocultural
perspective to mediation is that it allows me to understand writing in three distinctive
yet inter-related ways: writing as cognitive activity; writing as product; and writing as

mediational means (or mediating artifact).

First, writing as a verb is an activity. In the process of producing a written text, it utilises
written language as a symbolic tool. Second, writing is also a product of writing activity
and produces a written text. In other words, it is a cultural artifact. Third, writing serves

as mediational means. Written language is a symbolic tool that mediates writing activity.
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Additionally, an act of writing mediates the writer’s cognitive activity. In the process of
writing, the writer is engaged in a cognitive act of meaning making. Wells (2000) has
suggested, for example, that it is through the effort of writing that a writer is able to
reach a fuller and clearer understanding of a concept or argument. Furthermore, ‘what
was written’ becomes an object that can be explored further by the writer or others, and
can then possibly mediate further action (Swain, 2006a). In this sense, writing is both an
object (and an outcome) and mediational means. Thus, humans can deploy writing as a
culturally constructed artifact to regulate their own and each other’s social and mental

activity (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006).

Traditionally, L2 writing research has focused on writing as an outcome of an activity.
Thus the focus of investigation addresses the ways in which written texts change.
However, within the perspective of sociocultural theory, writing is not just an outcome
of writing activity, but is also a psychological tool or mediating artifact to regulate and
facilitate mental process and behaviour (Block, 2003; Wells, 1999). As a result of
learning, not only the writing as artifact changes, but also the learner’s higher mental
processes are modified so that “the ways in which he or she perceives, interprets and
represents the world” change (Wells, 1999, p. 137). Moreover, “there is a transformation
of the situation in which the learner acts which, to a greater or lesser degree, brings
about change in the social practice and in the way in which the artifact is understood
and used by other members of the culture” (Wells, 1999, p. 137). In other words, writing
mediates more than the writer’s developing control of linguistic codes. The implication
here for my research is the emphasis on writing as mediational means and the
possibilities this opens up for understanding how writers make use of writing to

transform themselves and their relations to others and to the social context in which
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they live. To this end, the notion of artifact mediation provides a promising explanatory

framework.

® Multi-competence

As indicated earlier, I have adopted Cook’s notion of “multi-competence” in my
research for the purpose of investigating the complexity of language learners’ use of
multiple linguistic and cultural resources in writing in L2. Cook (1992, 1999, 2002)
introduced the term ‘multi-competence’ to refer to “the knowledge of more than one
language in the same mind” (Cook, 2002, p. 10). He claims that multi-competent
language users stand between two languages, “even when apparently using only one,
having the resources of both languages on tap whenever needed” (Cook, 2002, p. 5).
Cook’s claim has important implications for my research. What matters are the
relationships between two or more languages in the L2 user’s mind and how these

change.

There has been a tendency in second language research and instruction to overlook the
linguistic resources, prior knowledge, life history and identity already possessed by the
language learner (Hirvela & Belcher, 2001). However, a multi-competence perspective
enables researchers to view the learner’s first language as well as his/her prior

knowledge, identity and experience rooted in L1 as an important resource for learning.

A multi-competence perspective enables me to investigate ways in which bilingual
persons negotiate and make choices between L1 and L2. This perspective became

particularly relevant when the writers in my research chose to write about their
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L1-based experiences in L2. Within a multi-competence perspective, the act of writing
in L2 can be seen as working across languages, not just working solely in L2. This
perspective thus enables me to acknowledge the place of L1 in the processes of

becoming bilingual.

1.4.6 In conclusion: The role of sociocultural and narrative theory in
my research

I conclude this section with a brief review of the theoretical parameters of my research.
The tenets of sociocultural theory that have been discussed in this section have
important implications for my research. First, they highlight the role of social
interaction in learning, thereby allowing me to study language learners’ change “in a
context of language use that is grounded in social relationships with other people”
(Breen, 2001, p. 172). Second, through an emphasis on the role of cultural tools, most
notably language, in mediating learning, they enable me to focus on ways in which
language (in my case, writing autobiographical narrative) mediates language learning.
Third, through an emphasis on historical perspectives, they enable me to investigate
learning over time, and to conceive of the study of language learning as learners’
life-long development — a perspective that is particularly compatible with narrative

theory and with the use of autobiographical narrative as an approach to research.

My interest in written (rather than spoken) narrative arises in part from personal
experience, but more specifically, from the possibility offered within sociocultural
theory of theorising writing as culturally constructed artifact that can be deployed to

mediate social and mental activity. In combination with the notion of multicompetence,
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in this thesis | focus on written narratives as a means both of supporting learning and as

a way of gaining insights into processes of becoming bilingual.

To this point | have introduced the theoretical framework within which my research is
located. I have also introduced narrative theory within this framework. However, the
term narrative has a second meaning in my research — that of narrative inquiry. I turn
now to a brief discussion of the way in which narrative inquiry has shaped the research

design of the thesis.

1.5 Research design of the thesis

The term narrative has a second meaning in this thesis — that of narrative inquiry.
Narrative inquiry refers to a subset of qualitative research designs in which narrative is
used to describe and interpret people’s lived-experiences (Bell, 2002; Bruner, 1986,
1990; Clandinin & Connelly, 2000; Hatch & Wisniewski, 1995; Polkinghorne, 1988). In
narrative inquiry, the term narrative refers to both object of research and method of
research (Carter, 1993; Clandinin & Connelly, 2000; Goodfellow 1998; Lieblich et al.,
1998). Thus, narrative researchers typically examine people’s first-person narratives as
data (object of research) and interpret the meaning of their experiences through the
framework of narrative analysis (method of research). Besides being an object and a
method of study, narrative, as a form of discourse, also frames the way of writing a
research text. Research outcomes from narrative inquiry are often presented as a form of
people’s stories in research text. Thus, within narrative inquiry the term narrative can be

used simultaneously as an object, a method, and a product of research.
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A major tenet of narrative inquiry, according to Connelly and Clandinin (1990), is that
“the study of narrative is the study of the ways humans experience the world” (Connelly
& Clandinin 1990, p. 2). The main claim for the use of narrative inquiry is that learners’
experiences need to be studied in their own right, and the most valuable way of studying
experience is through the ways stories are told (Denzin, 2000; Freeman, 1997).
Narrative inquiry seeks a comprehensive understanding of human experience through
the mediation of storytelling. Thus, first-person narratives of learners allow researchers
to access and to study people’s lived-experiences. As outlined earlier, humans use
narrative not only to describe past experience, but also to make meaning of that
experience. Humans have “desire for meaning” (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004, p. 18),
and they live “to give meaning to one’s life” (Brockmeier & Harré, 2001, p. 49). This
general notion translates into the view that learning is explained by changes in the way
learners experience the world and make meaning of their experience. Hence, learners’

struggles to make meaning through narrative can be seen as a mediator of learning

(Breen, 2001).

The relevance of language learners’ narratives in the study of language and literacy

research is well summarised by Casanave (2005, p. 28):

L2 writing research is inevitably about people who write, even if our main
interest is in textual analysis. Narrative is fundamentally about how people
construct meaning over time in their lives, including sociocultural and
sociohistorical influences on their writing (Pavlenko, 2002). Learning more
about people who write from the stories they tell of themselves and their
experiences can only enhance what we know about L2 writers and the
challenges and processes they experience when writing.
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As Casanave argues, narrative study can “help break down narrow stereotypes of who

L2 writers are and what constitutes L2 writing” (Casanave, 2005, p. 17).

My rationale for utilising narrative inquiry to investigate processes of becoming
bilingual lies in its potential to bring about two major shifts in research perspectives.
One is a shift away from a language-focused to a learner-focused research approach,
and the other is a shift from notions of language learning as the acquisition of
knowledge and skills to the idea of identity transformation of language learners. In other
words, narrative inquiry has the potential to shift the research focus from what is being
learned to what kind of person the learner is becoming. Furthermore, the concept of
narrative informs the notion of identity construction. As argued earlier, personal
narratives, that are first-person stories we tell about ourselves, organize our sense of
who we are (Brockmeier & Carbaugh, 2001). We “discover ourselves, and reveal
ourselves to others, by the stories we tell” (Lieblich et al., 1998, p. 7). In this sense,

“narratives provide us with access to people’s identity” (Lieblich et al.1998, p. 7).

In this thesis, | utilize narrative inquiry to present an in-depth longitudinal qualitative
study that investigates the life-long development of two adult language learners/users.
Specifically, | present first-person narratives of two individuals: One, Satoko
(pseudonym) is a research participant, the other is my own narrative as a researcher.
Thus, this thesis comprises a study of Satoko’s biographical study and my own

autobiographical study.

As mentioned earlier, this research began as an autobiographical study to reflect on and
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to theorise my own life-long transition as a language learner/user as well as a language
teacher/researcher. Thus, one of the characteristics of my research is my position both as

subject and as object of inquiry simultaneously.

Satoko is a bilingual speaker of Chinese (L1) and Japanese (L2), yet she experienced
difficulties in reading and writing in both languages. Satoko and | had been interacting
through writing-related activities for several years. The highlight of our collaboration
was our joint literacy experience of producing Satoko’s autobiographical narrative at a
time when her life was at a crossroad. Through narrative analysis, | have examined how
Satoko’s bilingual identities were negotiated through the mediation of autobiographical
narrative writing in L2. | have also focused on ways in which my experience of
analysing and writing about Satoko’s story as a research text in L2 has helped shape my

own professional identity as a bilingual research writer.

A feature of the research design of the thesis is its use of progressive layers of
construction and analysis of data. The first layer consists of the construction of learners’
first person accounts of learning and using plural languages. The second layer draws on
these first person accounts, as primary sources of data, to construct participants’
narratives, including my own. In this layer, through constructing learners’ narratives, |
investigate our longitudinal transitions of learning and using plural languages, and our
sense of self with regard to our plural languages. The third layer then utilises primary
data, as well as the constructed participants’ narratives, as main data to analyse and
abstract key issues and the recurring themes, and to address their broader implications
for understanding the nature of language and literacy learning. Thus, constructed

participants’ narratives, which were themselves the product of the first level of
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construction and analysis, became an object to be further analysed. In addition, |
investigate how the act of writing autobiographical narrative impacted on learners as
mediating artifact. These different layers of narrative analysis have enabled me to work
systematically from the specific details of Satoko’s and my own stories to a more
generalised and abstract account of the significance of these learners’ narratives for
understanding what it means to become bilingual. Further details of the nature and

relationship between these layers of construction and analysis are provided in Chapter 3.

1.6 Contributions of the thesis

This thesis seeks to make a contribution in two ways.

The thesis offers a detailed account, from a learner’s perspectives, of what it means to
learn and use plural languages. At a theoretical level, this account seeks to contribute to
better understandings of the multifaceted nature of language and literacy learning,
wherein the linguistic, affective and social aspects are intertwined. Additionally, through
the combined perspectives of narrative and sociocultural theory, it attempts to provide
insights into the role of written autobiographical narrative as mediating artifact in

learners’ processes of language and literacy learning and identity transformation.

The thesis also seeks to make a methodological contribution. Through its use of
narrative inquiry, it exemplifies a complementary approach to research in the field of
language and literacy learning. The methodological contribution of the thesis lies first in
its attempt to create an alternative and complementary research approach (although a

number of researchers have previously written participants’ narratives as research
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products and have undertaken various kinds of thematic analysis). More importantly, the
contribution lies in its attempts to make processes of narrative analysis more systematic
and explicit. As a number of researchers have pointed out, narrative inquiry has
sometimes been criticised as being overly descriptive (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000;
Casanave; 2003; 2005; Singer, 2004). The research design developed in this thesis
attempts to address this criticism through its development of a multi-layered level
system of narrative construction and analysis. These layers enable construction of
narratives as well as systematic and abstract analysis of data. The research design
developed in the thesis, and in particular its approach to narrative analysis, thus offers a

way forward in the implementation of narrative inquiry.

1.7 Structure of the thesis

The thesis is organised into six chapters. Chapters 1, 2 and 3 orient the reader to this
research project, and develop the theoretical and methodological framework for
narrative and narrative inquiry. Chapters 4 and 5 are the heart of the thesis, and present
the two bilingual participants’ narratives and the analysis of narratives. The final chapter,
Chapter 6, summarises the research findings, and addresses the significance and

implications of research outcomes.
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CHAPTER 2 THEORISING NARRATIVE:
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING

LANGUAGE LEARNERS’ EXPERIENCES

Introduction

In Chapter 1, | presented an overview of this thesis and briefly outlined the theoretical
and methodological framework for this study. As | explained in Chapter 1, the major
informing theories in my research are sociocultural theory of learning and narrative
theory. In this chapter | further develop the theoretical understanding of narrative theory,

and its relation to sociocultural theory.

Narrative approaches have been utilized widely in the field of language and literacy
education as complementary to more traditional empirical approaches. Important
questions here are why and how narrative has acquired the legitimacy for studying
language learning experiences, and what kinds of knowledge claims narrative makes.
These questions need to be discussed in relation to the conceptual background to the
study of narrative in the social and human sciences, because a proliferation of narrative
studies is evidenced not solely in the field of language and literacy research, but also
more broadly in the social and human sciences, of which language learning studies form
a part. Language and literacy learning, like other interdisciplinary studies in social and

human sciences, came under the influence of narrative studies.
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| begin Chapter 2 by conceptualising the term ‘narrative’ with an intention to clarify the
meaning and to delineate the scope of its use within social and human sciences. | trace
the philosophical underpinnings and historical foundations of narrative, and explain
how these theoretical understandings have influenced language/literacy learning
research. The second section of the chapter addresses more directly the issues emerging
from narrative inquiry into language learning. By reviewing relevant research literature,
I explain how narrative approaches frame my study. I then present my own perspective
of narrative theory and its location within a sociocultural framework. I conclude this
chapter with a list of major theoretical points about narrative in terms of its applications

to my study.

2.1 Conceptualising narrative

2.1.1 Locating conceptions of narrative historically

The central theme of this section is the historical shift of conceptions of narrative from a
literary form to an organizing structure of human experiences. In accordance with this
shift, approaches to narrative also have shifted from formalist approaches with major
emphasis on linguistic analysis of narrative texts to more interpretive approaches. This
broad movement encompasses a range of disciplines, and is strongly marked by
interdisciplinary cross-fertilization (Andrews et al., 2000; Nicolopoulou, 1997). As a
result, the term narrative has been employed by researchers with a variety of meanings
and emphases. Particularly important is the emergence of narrative inquiry in which

narrative becomes a way of understanding human experience (Clandinin & Connelly,
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2000). In what follows I demonstrate how narrative studies have extended their focus

from narrative as text structure to narrative as a way of knowing.

2.1.2 Etymology of narrative: Narrative as both telling and knowing

Beginning with the etymology of narrative, the word ‘to narrate’ derives from “both
telling (narrare) and knowing in some particular way (gnarus)” (Bruner, 2003, p. 27).
Here two key functions of narrative can be identified: ‘to tell’ and ‘to know’ or ‘to
understand’ in a specific way. These two key functions are inseparable, as seen in
Bruner (1996, p. 132), “I found it impossible to distinguish sharply what is a narrative
mode of thought and what is a narrative 'text' or discourse. Each gives form to the other,
just as thought becomes inextricable from the language that expresses it and eventually
shapes it”. Thus, narrative can be seen as both a mode of telling and a mode of knowing.
As Richardson (1990, p. 118) puts it, “narrative is both a mode of reasoning and a mode
of representation. People can apprehend the world and people can tell about the world
narratively”. These key functions of narrative provide important starting points in

exploring the different meanings of narrative and the development of narrative studies.

In accordance with the dual functions of telling and knowing of narrative, two major
emphases in narrative studies can be identified. One is narrative as a text structure
particularly in literary studies and linguistics, where the emphasis is on narrative as
story-told or product of narrating. The other is narrative as meaning-making device,
where the emphasis is on the process of narrating rather than the product. As will be
seen, narrative studies have extended their focus from narrative as product of narrating
to narrative as process of narrating and way of knowing.
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2.1.3 Formalist approaches to narrative: Narrative as literary text

Narrative studies originated in literary theory tradition. In this research tradition, the
term narrative referred to literary texts. Literary study of narrative closely drew upon
linguistic theory and methods of analysis. Traditional literary theorists approached
narrative as a literary expression, and examined individual narrative as manifested in
spoken and written fictional stories (Polkinghorne, 1988, p. 71). However, in the
twentieth-century, literary theorists moved away from their exclusive focus on the
interpretation of individual literary works, and began to investigate the formal aspects of

narrative, such as the structure of stories, and the development of the plot.

Representative early studies include Propp’s (1928/1968) Morphology of the folktale, a
study within the tradition of Russian formalism. Russian formalism approached literary
texts to identify the components and their functions through formal linguistic analysis.
As the title of Propp’s study suggests, Morphology of the folktale analysed a corpus of
Russian folktales to identify the basic components of story structure and their
relationship to each other and to the whole. The significance of his analysis is that he
demonstrated that a limited number of narrative functions and roles could be combined
in different ways to generate an almost infinite number of stories, just as a limited
number of linguistic units can be combined according to a fixed set of rules to generate

well-formed sentences.

In the 1950s, a structuralist-led field of narrative study emerged from French
structuralism (e.g. Lévi-Strauss, 1958/1963) and Russian formalism. This field is often
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referred to as “narratology” (Bal, 1985). Narratologists, under the influence of
Saussurean structuralist linguistics, attempted to study narrative as an object of rigorous
scientific inquiry. According to Prince (1997, p. 39), “[i]f structuralism generally
concentrates on the langue or code underlying a given system or practice rather than
concentrating on a parole or instantiation of that system or practice, narratology
specifically focuses on narrative langue rather than narrative paroles”. The major
concern of narratology was to identify the universal properties of narrative. Specifically,
narratology investigated “what all and only possible narratives have in common as well
as what enables them to differ from one another qua narratives, and it aims to describe
the narrative-pertinent system of rules governing narrative production and processing”
(Prince, 1997, p. 39). Thus narratologists sought to uncover an abstract level of stories,
out of which diverse surface structures of stories are generated (Toolan, 2001) by
utilising hypothetical-deductive procedures as their method of inquiry (Barthes, 1977).
Structuralist-led narrative studies played a significant role in the 1960s and 1970s, but
they also had certain limitations. Structuralist models were criticised as reductionistic
and static, and it was claimed that structuralists neglected the sociocultural contexts in
which narratives occur (Brockmeier & Carbaugh, 2001). As a consequence, an
increasing part of today’s literary narrative study has distanced itself from structuralist

approaches (Brockmeier & Carbaugh, 2001).

2.1.4 Transition from narrative as literary text to narrative as an
organizing structure of personal experience: Labovian sociolinguistic
analysis

In the late 1960s, a sociolinguistic approach to the study of narrative began with Labov

and Waletzky’s (1967/1997) analysis of the generic structure of oral personal narratives.
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What distinguishes Labov and Waletzky’s work from previous structuralist literary
study of narrative is the subject matter of analysis. Labov and Waletzky studied
naturally-occurring oral narratives of personal experience, whereas literary theorists
have primarily focused on fictional written literary narrative. Thus, Labov and
Waletzky’s work extended the scope of narrative studies from fictional stories to

everyday people’s personal experiences as a legitimate object of inquiry.

The purpose of Labov and Waletzky’s analysis was two-fold: to identify the internal
structure of oral narratives, and to relate formal linguistic properties to their functions.
They found that a fully formed oral narrative has a six part structure: abstract,
orientation, complication, evaluation, resolution, and coda. Abstract is a statement of
the general theme or point of the story. Orientation sets up the scene “to orient the
listener in respect to person, place, time, and behavioural situation” (Labov & Waletzky,
1997, p. 27). The main body of a narrative usually comprises a series of events termed
the complication. Evaluation gives significance and focus to the story. Resolution is the
result of a story. It describes the result or resolution to a conflict in the narrative. Many
narratives end with a resolution section, but others have an optional element called the
coda. A coda is a “functional device for returning the verbal perspective to the present

moment” (Labov & Waletzky, 1997, p. 35).

Labov and Waletzky also attempted to relate formal structural properties of narrative to
their social functions, and they identified two basic functions of narrative: referential
and evaluative. The referential function is a means of recapitulating experience in the
same order as the occurrence of the original events. The evaluative function is “to

communicate to the audience the meaning of the narrative by establishing some point of
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personal involvement” (Cortazzi, 1993, p. 44). Thus, narrative has a point, tellability, or
something worth telling. It became evident that narratives are “highly spontaneous and
at the same time highly organized texts” (De Fina, 2003, p. 6). Narrative invites and
promotes people’s involvement and participation in telling their lived-experiences. Yet
at the same time, these spontaneous narrative texts prove to be highly organized and
constrained. These characteristics of naturally-occurring personal narratives inspired

many narrative researchers and led to the further development of narrative studies.

Labov and Waletzky’s study contributed not only to the field of sociolinguistics but
more importantly, served as a springboard for emerging field of narrative studies in
social human sciences (Bamberg, 1997). Labov and Waletsky’s seminal work initiated
the tradition of socially-situated narrative studies. It also gave recognition to the
significance of people’s personal experience within a broad framework of narrative
research. Labov recognised the interrelationship between narrative form and function, in
that narrative organises the narrator’s personal experience, and also personal experience
can be effectively shared with the audience using narrative form. These insights
facilitated bridging between literary studies of narrative and later psychological studies
of narrative, which emphasise narrative as an organizing structure of personal

experience.

2.1.5 Significance of Narrative turn: Epistemological shift

Since the mid-1970s a proliferation of theories and research centred on narrative has
been evidenced in a wide range of disciplines as diverse as literary theory, history,
philosophy, anthropology, sociology, psychology, cognitive science and education. This
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shift is often referred to as a “narrative turn” (Brockmeier & Carbaugh, 2001, p. 10;
Brockmeier & Harré, 2001, p. 39; Hinchman & Hinchman, 1997, p. xiii; Riessman,
1993, p. 1). Narrative studies have crossed disciplines and extended to extra-literary
domains. This movement has carried narrative studies well beyond the province of the
literary theory and set forth the exploration of the role of narrative in social and
psychological domains (Mitchell, 1981; Riessman, 1993). Representative studies that
have used narrative approaches and concepts can be found in fields ranging from
literary theory (Derrida, 1981), history (Carr, 1986), philosophy (Ricoeur, 1984-6),
linguistics (Toolan, 1991) to psychology (Bruner, 1986; Polkinghorne, 1988; Sarbin,
1986), cognitive science (Rumelhart, 1975), psychotherapy (Payne, 2000; White &
Epston, 1990), sociology (Denzin, 1989; Riessman, 1993), anthropology (Turner &
Bruner, 1986), and education (Carter, 1993; Clandinin & Connelly, 2000; Conle, 1997).
As a result of the narrative turn, the term ‘narrative’ has acquired a broader meaning
than its traditional reference to literary texts. The term narrative is now used to refer to
many different concepts, such as literary genre, a particular type of discourse, a way of

knowing and understanding, cognitive frameworks, and cultural artifacts.

The term ‘narrative’ has thus come to be understood as ways of knowing and
understanding, rather than just as literary form. Many researchers became interested
“not just with story as story, but with storied forms of knowledge” (Kreiswirth, 2005, p.
379), and they extended the scope of their research by adopting narrative “as a central
analytical framework™ (Carter, 1993, p. 5) to investigate the meaning of human
experiences. Thus, the main claim for the use of narrative in social and human sciences
is that the study of narrative is the study of the ways human beings experience the world

(Connelly & Clandinin, 1990). This shift from ‘study of narrative structure’ to ‘study of
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storied nature of human understanding’ (cf. Sarbin, 1986) is an important
epistemological shift emerging from the narrative turn. The new concept of narrative
posits that “it is through narrativity that we come to know, understand, and make sense
of the world, and it is through narratives and narrativity that we constitute our social

identities” (Somers & Gibson, 1994, pp. 58-59).

The significance of the narrative turn lies in its epistemological claim that narrative is a
legitimate form of knowledge (Bruner, 1986; Lyotard, 1984), and that narrative inquiry
is a legitimate research approach in human and social sciences. Brockmeier and Harré
(2001) well capture the significance of narrative turn and its theoretical underpinnings

as follows:

Over the last two decades narrative has become the subject of a great number of
new investigations. Many of them share the view that at stake is not just a new
empirical subject of research — the stories children tell, dinner party discussion in
different social settings, recollections of illness and of travels abroad, the
rhetorics of science, autobiographies and other self accounts - but a new
theoretical approach, a new genre of philosophy of science. The increasing
interest in the study of narrative suggests the emergence of another strand to the
post-positivist paradigm and a further refinement of interpretive methodology in
the human science. It seems to promise more than a new linguistic, semiotic, and
cultural model. In fact, what has been called the discursive and narrative turn in
psychology and other human sciences is to be seen as part of larger tectonic shifts
in our cultural architecture of knowledge following the crisis of the modernist
episteme. In most disciplines the positivist philosophy that led to serious
misunderstandings of science has been sharply criticized, opening up new
horizons for interpretive investigations which focus on social, discursive and
cultural forms of life, as opposed to a futile search for universal laws of human
behavior. In the wake of these changes, the forms and genres of narrative have
especially attracted attention (e.g., Polkinghorne 1987; Bamberg 1997; Hinchman
& Hinchman 1997). (Brockmeier & Harré, 2001, p. 39)
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Many factors can be said to have contributed to the narrative turn. The emergence of
interest in narrative has been strongly influenced by the general trend in social and
human sciences of moving away from the positivist toward more interpretive research
paradigms. Bruner (1986), one of the advocators of narrative psychology, describes the

shift of research perspectives away from positivism as follows:

By the mid-1970s the social sciences had moved away from their traditional
positivist stance toward a more interpretive posture: meaning became the
central focus - how the word was interpreted, by what codes meaning was
regulated, in what sense culture itself could be treated as a "text" that
participants "read" for their own guidance (Bruner, 1986, p. 8).

As seen above, ‘meaning’ and ‘interpretation’ became the key notions in newly emerged

narrative studies.

The emergence of narrative turn can be seen as part of the broader “social turn” (Block,
2003; Gee, 2000), that represented a shift “away from a focus on individual behaviour
and individual minds toward a focus on social and cultural interaction” (Gee, 2000, p.
180). According to Gee, such movements include, besides the narrative turn, the revival
of socio-historical/sociocultural approaches with an allegiance to Viygotsky (Wertsch,
1991), cultural psychology (Cole, 1996), discursive psychology (Harré, 1995), and the
new literacy studies (Barton, 1994; Gee, 1990; Street, 1995). These movements are
characterised as “reactions against the behaviourism of the early part of the twentieth
century and the ‘cognitive revolution’ of the 1960s to 1970s that replaced behaviourism,

both of which privileged the individual mind” (Gee, 2000, p. 183).
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2.1.6 Narrative as a mode of knowing

As seen above, the narrative turn is marked by a “widening in acceptance of alternative
epistemologies or ways of knowing” (Clandinin, 2007, p. 1). In 1986, Bruner published
Actual Minds, Possible Worlds, in which he presented two different modes of thought:
logical-scientific (paradigmatic) and narrative, and “attempted to restore equity”
(Murray, 1995, p. 188) between them. Most narrative researchers take Bruner’s notion
of two modes of thought as a point of departure. Bruner (1986) acknowledges that
scientific and narrative knowledge are not in either-or relation, but rather
complementary, and that both scientific and narrative knowledge are needed for proper

understanding of human beings.

Bruner has helped popularise a conception of narrative as one of two basic universal
human cognition modes (Egan, 1993). As indicated, Bruner (1986) argues that human
beings understand the world in two very distinctive ways: a paradigmatic (or
logical-scientific) mode and a narrative mode. The paradigmatic mode operates in a
formal, mathematical system of description and explanation by recognizing elements as
members of a category. The narrative mode operates by interpreting the meaning of

elements and combining them into a story form. Bruner (1996, p. 39) writes:

There appear to be two broad ways in which human beings organize and
manage their knowledge of the world, indeed structure even their immediate
experience: one seems more specialized for treating of physical “things,” the
other for treating of people and their plights. These are conventionally known
as logical-scientific thinking and narrative thinking.
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These two modes differ in a number of ways. “Each mode provides a distinctive way of
ordering experience and constructing reality; each has its own operating principles and
criteria of well-formedness, and each has radically different procedures for verification”
(Richardson, 1990, p. 118). “The logical-scientific mode looks for universal truth
conditions, whereas the narrative mode looks for particular connections between events.
Explanation in the narrative mode is contextually embedded, whereas logical-scientific
explanation is abstracted from spatial and temporal contexts” (Richardson, 1990, p.

118).

However different in quality, Bruner (1986, p. 11) emphasizes the irreducibility and

complementarity of these two modes of thoughts:

There are two modes of cognitive functioning, two modes of thought, each
providing distinctive ways of ordering experience, of constructing reality. The
two (though complementary) are irreducible to one another. Efforts to reduce
one mode to the other or to ignore one at the expense of the other inevitably
fail to capture the rich diversity of thought.

Although these two modes of thought are assumed to be complementary, they are not
always treated equally. Bruner (1996, pp. 39-40) notes, “They [the two modes of
thought] have varied modes of expression in different cultures, which also cultivate
them differently. No culture is without both of them, though different cultures privilege
them differently”. Western scientific research tradition has particularly privileged
logical-scientific mode, which “leads to a search for universal truth conditions” (Bruner
1986, p. 12). Bruner (1996, p. 123) remarks, “It has been a curious habit of Western

thought since the Greeks to assume that the world is rational and that true knowledge
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about that world will always take the form of logical or scientific propositions that will
be amenable to explanation”. In a rationalist tradition since Descartes, knowledge
gained by way of reason was framed as the privileged way of coming to know the world,
and considered to be superior in terms of progress to human understanding. Although
“knowledge could be gained by human beings in a number of ways, including via the
imaginative and emotional spheres” (Chappell et al., 2003a, p. 34), Cartesian
rationalism rejected other ways of coming to know the world, regarding them as inferior
to rationality. Thus, narrative mode was placed “in opposition to fact and in
subordination to science” (Rhodes, 2001, p. 22). The significance of Bruner’s emphasis
on two modes of thought is to redress the dominance of the logical-scientific mode over
the narrative mode. Thus, Bruner’s contribution, as evaluated by Polkinghorne (1995, p.
9) , is to expand ways of knowing beyond a singular epistemological tradition, and to

include the narrative mode as ““a legitimate form of reasoned knowing”.

This epistemological shift has led to a transformation of research perspectives and

practices in social and human sciences. Polkinghorne (1988) writes as follows:

I find that our traditional research model, adopted from the natural sciences, is
limited when applied to the study of human beings. I do not believe that the
solutions to human problems will come from developing even more

sophisticated and creative applications of the natural science model, but rather

by developing additional, complementary approaches that are especially
sensitive to the unique characteristics of human existence. (Polkinghorne,
1988, p. X) (emphasis added)

As natural science methods prove limiting for understanding human beings and social
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world, narrative provided one of a number of complementary ways of doing research.
The main claim for the use of narrative in research was that “the study of narrative is the
study of the ways humans experience the world” (Connelly & Clandinin, 1990, p. 2).
This is because human beings are storytellers (Bruner, 1990), and a primary way in
which humans make sense of experience is “by casting it in narrative form” (Riessman,
1993, p. 4). The notion of narrative has become an “organizing concept” (Hinchman &
Hinchman, 1998, p. ix) or “organizing principle” (Riessman, 1993, p. 1) to understand
human cognition and activity in various fields of study. Narrative provides a viewpoint
or a lens to understand ways in which human beings make sense of themselves and the

world.

2.1.7 Interpretive approaches to narrative

In accordance with the shift of conceptions of narrative from a literary form to a way of
knowing, approaches to narrative also have shifted from formalist to more interpretive
approaches. Philosophically speaking, interpretive approaches are influenced by
hermeneutic and interpretive traditions (Gadamer, 1975; Heidegger, 1962; Ricoeur,
1984-6). They are meaning-centered, and acknowledge a central role for interpretation

in their explanatory framework (Bruner, 1996; Ezzy, 2002; Freeman, 1997).

Although there are considerable differences among disciplines and researchers in
conceptualising and researching narrative, fundamental and common tenets of
interpretive approaches to narrative can be summarised as follows. Interpretive
approaches view narrative as an analytical framework with which to investigate the
meaning of human experiences, and they focus on what narrative does (the function/role
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of narrative) rather than what narrative structure is (“the internal structuring of narrative
as a genre” (Baynham, 2000, p. 101). While literary studies analyse produced narrative
(such as stories written or told), interpretive approaches are concerned with “narrative
process” (Conle, 1997, p. 206) of people’s telling and retelling of their lived experiences.
In other words, interpretive approaches are concerned with the “study of 'words in their
speaking' as distinct from the study of systems of ‘already spoken words™ (Smith, Harré,
& Langenhove, 1995, p. 8). The unit of analysis also differs. In literary studies, the unit
of analysis is text, whereas in interpretive approaches it is human beings (Ezzy, 2002).
Thus researchers typically examine people’s life stories as data to analyse the meaning

of their lived experiences.

® Narrative as a meaning-making device

Resonant with Bruner’s (1986) narrative mode of thinking, Polkinghorne (1988) in
Narrative Knowing and the Human Sciences describes narrative as a “form of meaning
making” (1988, p. 36). Here narrative is considered to be not just the recount of what
happened in the past, but an important meaning-making device of human experiences.
According to Polkinghorne, “[t]he narrative scheme serves as a lens through which the
apparently independent and disconnected elements of existence are seen as related parts
of a whole” (Polkinghorne, 1988, p. 36). This suggests that a primary way of framing
experience is in narrative form (Bruner, 1990). Or in other words, “events become
meaningful only insofar as they are interpreted within the frame of a narrative” (Ezzy,

2002, p. 149).
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Through narrative, people interpret and re-interpret the meaning of their past
experiences, as well as those of others, to make better sense of themselves and the world.
People negotiate and renegotiate meanings to re-story their past experiences “by the
mediation of narrative interpretation” (Bruner, 1990, p. 68). Narrative interpretation
occurs as a process of emplotment in which disconnected temporal actions and events
are transformed into a unified story with a point or theme (Polkinghorne, 1995). The
plot functions “to transform a chronicle or listing of events into a schematic whole by
highlighting and recognizing the contribution that certain events make to the
development and outcome of the story” (Polkinghorne, 1988, pp. 18-19). Thus,
emplotment is selective. Instead of recalling their past experiences in a chronological
order, people foreground certain events, while others are backgrounded, or omitted, to
make a coherent story. The act of emplotment, therefore, foregrounds a particular
interpretation, despite other possibilities. This leads to the potential of altering the plot
to make alternative stories. Thus, as pointed out by Bruner (1987, p. 31), “a life is not
‘how it was’ but how it is interpreted and reinterpreted, told and retold”. Narrative is not

something pre-given or static, rather it is constantly in revision.

® Narrative as a mediator of identity construction and transformation

Meaning-making through narrative thus has important consequences for mediating
identity construction and transformation. Narrative’s meaning-making function
translates into the view that narrative can have “transformatory potential” (Bradbury &
Sclater, 2000, p. 197) for personal identities. In this respect, narrative can be seen as the
mediator of identity construction and transformation. Researchers in narrative studies

acknowledge the close link between narrative and identity, and argue that people can
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construct and reconstruct their identities through the process of self-narration. This
process can be described as follows. When we are asked the question of who we are, we
tell our life stories. To answer the question of ‘who’ is to tell the story of a life (Arendt,
1958; Currie, 1998; Hinchman & Hinchman, 1997; Ricoeur, 1992). Thus, our sense of
identities takes shape in the stories we tell about ourselves. Narrative approach to
identity highlights the constructive role of language in the formation and transformation
of self and identity (Crossley, 2000). It recognises that “individuals understand
themselves through the medium of language, through talking and writing, and it is
through these processes that individuals are constantly engaged in the process of

creating themselves” (Crossley, 2000, p. 10).

As argued earlier, narrative is more than the recount of past events, but a “critical
element in the search for and construction of meaning in human experience” (Brady,
1990, p. 43). Thus, telling our life stories requires us “to select key events which
characterise us and organize them according to the formal principles of narrative”
(Currie, 1998, p. 17). As such, a story cannot be treated simply “as an exact record of
what happened nor is it a mirror of a world ‘out there’” (Riessman, 1993, p. 64). Rather,
stories are products of an interpretive process that is shaped by the impulses of the teller
and also by the social discourse (Carter, 1993). People construct stories that “support
their interpretation of themselves, excluding experiences and events that undermine the
identities they currently claim” (Bell, 2002, p. 209). Also social discourse shapes what
is sayable and what is not (Riessman, 1993). However, no matter how fictionalised, all
stories reveal people’s understanding of themselves. Personal narrative does not
necessarily show people just as they were. Rather “it expresses what they believe

themselves to have been and to be” (Brady, 1990, p. 43). Thus, people’s identities are
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not something to be discovered through narrative; they are in fact “something to be
imagined and constructed” (Brady, 1990, p. 43) through narrative. As such, narrative
does not just help people make sense of their past experience but serves as one of the
primary means by which identities may be fashioned (Rosenwald & Ochberg, 1992). It
is this “self-formative power” (Rosenwald & Ochberg, 1992, p. 1) of narrative that

makes it important.

Narrative researchers are also concerned with processes of identity transformation
through narrative. The mechanism of transformation can be explained in the following
way. Human beings have the capacity to reflect on the past to alter the present, and also
“to alter the past in the light of the present” (Bruner, 1990, p. 109) with the mediation of
narrative. At a personal level, narrative self-(re)construction typically happens when
people encounter new experiences, and are led to reinterrogate the narratives by which
they have previously made sense of their lives. Under such circumstances, people often
feel “tension between fragmented, decentered, and shifting identities... and their desire
for meaning and coherence” (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004, p. 18). In order to resolve
tension, people utilise narrative for reviewing their past experience, reinterpreting it, and
organising it into an alternative story that accommodates the new experience. In this
way, people can alter the past through changing the story, although the actual past
events did not change in any objective sense. As Polkinghorne (1998, p. 182) puts it:
“[o]ne’s past events cannot be changed....However, the interpretation and significance
of these events can change if a different plot is used to configure them”. As a
consequence of changing one’s self-stories, a person’s identities are in a constant

revision. Polkinghorne (1988, p. 150) writes as follows:
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We are in the middle of our stories and cannot be sure how they will end; we
are constantly having to revise the plot as new events are added to our lives.

Self, then, is not a static thing nor a substance, but a configuring of personal

events into a historical unity which includes not only what one has been but

also anticipations of what one will be.

In this way, narrative plays a powerful role as mediating artifact as people undertake to

transform their identities (Lantolf, 2000b).

Recent development in narrative approaches to identity have stressed the role of social
interaction in a process of identity construction and transformation (De Fina, 2003).
While identity formation and transformation through narrative appear to be
intrapersonal processes, they do not occur in a purely individualistic sense. Rather,
people create narratives about their own selves and the world in vital co-operation with
others in their social world (Burr, 1995). For this reason in my research | draw on

sociocultural perspectives to conceive of narrative as a social and relational activity.

2.1.8 Emphasis on a sociocultural perspective: Narrative as a social
and relational activity

Sociocultural perspectives have shaped much current theory and research in narrative. It
is claimed that narrative is not purely an individual production, but by its nature,
narrative is “social and relational” (Johnson & Golombek, 2002, p. 5). On one hand
narrative can be seen as a psychological framework for organising one’s experience,
while on the other hand, it is a dialogue co-constructed with others (Hermans, 2001).
This implies that narrative can be best understood as a ‘psychosocial construct’
(Andrews et al., 2000; Daiute & Lightfoot, 2004; Kroger, 2000) with both inter-mental
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and intra-mental functions. Although narrative inquiry within this framework explores
an intrapersonal process within individuals, it does not view people’s lives in isolation.
Rather its emphasis is on ways in which people are situated in time and space in relation
with other people. It holds the premise that narrative is dialogically constructed in social
interaction, and that storytelling is situationally and interactionally accomplished. As
Riessman (2002, p. 697) maintains, narrative is a “relational activity that encourages
others to listen, to share, and to empathize. It is a collaborative practice”. When shared
with others, narrative becomes a dialogical meaning-making space, where meaning
making is “not private and subjective... but public and shared” (Gergen & Gergen, 1993,
p. 192). This suggests meaning-making through narrative occurs not solely within an

individual, but is simultaneously situated in social interaction.

Narrative is also situated in sociocultural and sociohistorical contexts, and “powerfully
shaped by social, cultural, and historical conventions” (Pavlenko, 2002, p. 214).
Therefore, “narratives cannot be separated from the sociocultural and sociohistorical
contexts from which they emerged” (Johnson & Golombek, 2002, p. 5). In this sense,
“[a] narrative approach is being recognized as a means of examining the ways in which
individuals make sense of their lives within a changing sociohistorical context”
(Phinney, 2000, pp. 27-28). It is this sociocultural orientation to narrative that has

shaped my own understanding of narrative and the research perspective in this thesis.
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2.2 Using narrative in language and literacy learning research

Having reviewed the historical development of narrative studies in social and human
sciences in the previous section, I now turn to the field of language and literacy learning

to clarify the uses of narrative within this field, and also within my thesis.

In recent years, narrative has played increasingly important roles in the field of language
and literacy research. This is evidenced in the substantial number of recent publications
that have used narrative as data and narrative analysis as methodology for investigating
language and literacy learning, and teaching experiences. The research literature
encompasses diverse research interests, such as discourse analysis of oral and written
narratives of various types (Baynham & De Fina, 2005; Polanyi, 1989; Tannen, 1982),
the development of oral and written narrative skills in L1 and L2 (Bamberg, 1987; Kang,
2003; Verhoeven & Stromgvist, 2001), teachers’ and learners’ narratives of their
experiences of teaching and learning languages (Bell, 1997; Benson & Nunan, 2005;
Casanave & Schecter, 1997), and also identity transformation of language learners
through narrative (Kanno, 2003; Pavlenko, 1998, 2001b) among others. This diversity
indicates that the term narrative has been employed by researchers with a variety of
meanings and emphases. These multiple uses of narrative in language and literacy
research suggest the potential richness that narrative has to offer to this research field,
but at the same time suggests “some ambiguity to be associated with the term”
(Polkinghorne, 1995. P. 5). Thus I begin this section with an attempt to clarify the uses

of narrative in the field of language and literacy research.
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2.2.1 Overview of the uses of narrative in the field of
language/literacy learning

As language/literacy learning is an interdisciplinary field encompassing linguistics,
psychology, and education amongst other, the use of narrative in this field has been
shaped by many different research traditions in the social and human sciences. Along
with the long-standing literary and linguistic research traditions of studying narrative as
a form of discourse, language and literacy research has also adopted interpretive
approaches to studying language learning experiences through narrative inquiry. In a
broad picture, two categories of the use of narrative can be distinguished here. These are
narrative as a form of discourse, and narrative as an analytical framework. However,
this distinction is not clear-cut, and there are many overlaps because, as seen in the
previous section, narrative itself is both the form of discourse and way of knowing.

Thus, it is more appropriate to say that this distinction lies in degree of emphasis.

The first category is studying narrative texts as an object of research. Many of these
studies are derived from literary and linguistic traditions, and focus on formal aspects of
narrative, such as the structure of narrative, the development of the plot, or various
linguistic aspects of the narrative (e.g. Rothery & Stenglin, 1997; Schiffrin, 1996). This
line of research investigates how learners learn to tell or write narratives, and how
linguistic aspects of their spoken or written texts change over time (e.g. Bamberg, 1987;

Kang, 2003; Minami, 2008).

The second category is narrative as an analytical framework. While in the first category

researchers study narrative texts as an object of research, in the second category,
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narrative is analysed as a means for studying other questions, such as identity
transformation of learners/teachers, affective and social aspects of language learning,
individual learner differences, or cultural-specific notion of literacy (Armour, 2004; Bell,
1997; Belz, 2002; Casanave, 1998; Kanno, 2003; Murphey, Jin, & Li-Chi, 2005;
Pavlenko, 2001b). Although narrative is used as research data, these studies address
narrative as a means of understanding the meaning of language learners’ and/or
teachers’ lived experiences, rather than narrative text as evidence of language
development per se. Thus, learning outcomes are described more in non-linguistic terms
(Benson, 2005). This approach has been widely used in the field of education (e.g.
Chappell et al., 2003b; Clandinin & Connelly, 2000), although its application to the
field of language and literacy is relatively recent. Casanave (2005), for instance,

describes the application of a narrative approach to L2 writing research as follows:

a narrative approach to the study of writing does not centrally concern textual
analyses of narratives or how students learn to write narratives and stories, but
how researchers, teachers, and students deal with conflicts and find meaning
in the events and actions that make up the activities of studying, teaching, and
engaging in writing. (Casanave, 2005, p. 17)

The uses of narratives in the field of language and literacy parallel the historical shift of
narrative studies in social and human sciences as outlined in the previous section. Thus
within language and literacy study there is an extension from narrative as text structure
to narrative as a way of knowing. My study is in line with the second category;, that is,
utilising narrative as an analytical framework to explore language and literacy learning

in relation to learners’ lived experiences.
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The status of a narrative approach to language and literacy research is described by Duff

(2002) as follows:

The personal accounts and narratives of the experiences of language teachers,
learners, and others, often across a broader span of time, space, experience,
and languages, have now become a major focus in some qualitative research.
Evidence of this are first-person narratives, diary studies, autobiographies,
and life histories of developing, teaching, or losing aspects of one's language,
identity, and affective orientation (e.g., Bailey and Nunan 1996; Kouritzen
1999; Schumann 1997); studies now examine individuals using language in
and across social contexts that were investigated to a lesser degree in the past
(e.q., in professional or academic settings [Spack 1997], in the home/family,
community, workplace, and other social institutions).

While interesting and compelling in many cases, the newer approaches are not
necessarily supplanting existing ones but rather complementing them and
providing alternatives to traditional approaches, topics, genres, analyses, and
conclusions, and notions of authenticity and legitimacy (Edge and Richards
1998). (Duff, 2002, p. 19)

As Duff (2002) suggests, a narrative approach is not meant to replace existing research
approaches; however, first-person narratives of learners and teachers have been utilised
more widely in the field of language and literacy research as a means of understanding
their language learning and teaching experiences. Important questions then are why and
how narrative inquiries have acquired legitimacy in studying language learning
experiences, and what potential narrative inquiry has to offer as a research approach to

language and literacy learning.

In response to the questions, why narrative, what is the potential of narrative, and to
elaborate my discussion in Chapter 1, | would argue that the major reason for increasing
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interest in narrative has much to do with the rise of learner-focused research - a
relatively recent trend in second language/literacy research (Benson, 2005; McKay &
Wong, 1996). In relation to this, | would also argue that narrative inquiry has the
potential of shifting research from a focus on the language that is learned toward the
diachronic view of development of learners within a changing sociohistorical and

sociocultural context.

As | have previously pointed out, narrative inquiry relies on first-person accounts of
learners’ experience as main source of data for research into language and literacy
learning. What is at stake is “the status of knowledge, and what counts as legitimate
data for research” (Nunan & Benson 2005, p.150). As briefly argued in Chapter 1, until
recently first-person narratives of learners have generally been undervalued and
under-represented in second language and literacy research (Leki, 2001). The main
reason for this gap, as Pavlenko and Lantolf (2000) argue, is that there has been a
tendency to undervalue the first-person account as being less reliable and less valid
when compared to the third-person account that is favoured in dominant research

traditions.

With growing recognition in social and human sciences of the value of narrative as a
legitimate way of knowing (Bruner, 1986), first-person narratives have also been
utilised within language and literacy research as major source of data for researchers to
gain better understanding of learners’ experiences of learning and using second
language. As argued earlier, this is because narrative serves as an organising structure of
personal experience. Recognition of narrative as way of knowing has given more

prominence to learners’ accounts of their experiences. In other words, there has been a
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shift from an interest in etic to an interest in emic perspective (Firth & Wagner, 1997).
First-person narratives offer thick descriptions of learners’ knowledge, decision-making
processes, and affective states from an insiders’ view (Casanave, 2005). As Pavlenko
(20014, p. 167) claims, they can provide a “glimpse into areas so private, personal, and
intimate that they are rarely - if ever - breached in the study of SLA, and that are, at the
same time, at the heart and soul of the L2 socialization process.” Thus, narrative
approaches to language and literacy learning help shift the research focus from what
kind of linguistic knowledge is being learned to what kind of person the learner is

becoming.

2.2.2 Review of representative narrative studies in the field of
language and literacy learning

In the previous section | have attempted to establish narrative and narrative inquiry as
legitimate approaches to research within the field of language and literacy learning. In
this section, I review a number of representative narrative studies in the field of
language and literacy learning, and | discuss the ways in which these studies have

influenced my research.

Narrative inquiry utilises first-person narrative as a major source of data for research
into language and literacy learning. First-person narrative is defined as “[a] narrative in
which the narrator tells a story of personal experience referring to himself or herself in
the first-person” (Herman, Jahn, & Ryan, 2005, p. 173). In such research, there are two
major strands of collecting and analysing learners’ narratives (Benson, 2005; Block,

2007). The first strand is an autobiographical type of research, in which the researcher
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analyses her or his own experiences ‘autobiographically’. Thus, the researcher and
subject are one person. The second strand is a biographical type of research, in which
the researcher analyses first-person narrative provided by others through, for example,
interviews (Benson, 2005). The major difference between these two types of research is
that first-person narrative is analysed “either by the subject of the research

(autobiographically) or by another researcher (biographically)” (Benson, 2005, p. 21).

However, this distinction is not always clear-cut, and the boundaries can become blurred.
For instance, some researchers insert their own narratives when reporting research
participants’ stories (€.g. Casanave, 2002). It is also often the case that, as the research
proceeds, narrative inquiry becomes a shared narrative construction involving both the
researcher and the participants (Goodfellow, 1998). Thus the outcome of narrative
inquiry becomes “a joint product of the teller and the told” (Bruner, 1990, p. 124). As
Clandinin and Connelly (2000, p. 60) suggest, it is not only the participants’ stories but
also the researchers’ stories that “are open for inquiry and retelling”, because
researchers own stories “come to light as much as do those of participants” (p. 62) in the
course of narrative inquiry. This issue becomes relevant to my own research and |
discuss it in further detail in Chapter 3. However here | use the two categories of
autobiographical study and biographical study to understand how narrative inquiry is

utilized for exploring language learning experiences.

2.2.3 Autobiographical studies of language learning

In the first strand of studies, a number of researchers have researched and written about
their own language and literacy learning experiences in autobiographical narratives
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(Belcher & Connor, 2001; Bell, 1995, 1997; Canagarajah, 2001; Casanave & Vandrick,
2003; Connor, 1999; Danquah, 2000; Kaplan, 1994; Kroll, 2001; Kubota, 2001b; Li,

1999; Lu, 1987; Lvovich, 1997; Ogulnick, 1998; Pavlenko, 2003b; Shen, 1989; \frity,
2000). In these studies the subject becomes the object of study in order to gain insights

into language learning from the learner’s point of view.

Early studies of autobiographical research date back to diary studies in 1970s to 1980s
(e.g. Bailey, 1983; Schmidt & Frota, 1986). In these studies, the researchers as language
learners kept diaries of their own language learning experiences, and engaged in
introspection about their learning process as well as their relationship with their teachers
and other learners. The focus of diary writing was both on the cognitive and affective
aspects of learning (Bailey, 1983). The value of these studies is that they drew attention
to the complexity of the interactions that took place in the language classroom through
the eyes of the language learner (K. Jones, Martin-Jones, & Bhatt, 2000). However,
these diary studies had a relatively narrow scope of focus on “the initial stage of
acquisition of linguistic structures, primarily in the classroom” (Lantolf & Pavlenko,
2000, p. 156) within a relatively short time frame. What distinguishes more recent
narrative research from earlier diary studies is that it is more socially oriented.
According to Block (2003, p. 131), the research focus has shifted from “seeing
outcomes of encounters with languages only in linguistic or meta-cognitive terms to
seeing them in sociohistorical terms”. Benson (2005) also suggests that there has been a

shift from language-based approaches to ethnographic approaches.

The language-based longitudinal case study of the late 1970s has thus evolved
gradually into a more 'ethnographic’ form, in which the description of

language learning experiences and their non-linguistic outcomes play an
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increasingly important role. (Benson, 2005, p. 15)

As an example of relatively recent narrative research, Bell’s (1995, 1997)
autobiographical study of her Chinese literacy learning experience illustrates what
first-person narrative has to offer. This study provides good evidence that narrative
inquiry can elucidate social aspects of literacy from individual learners’ perspectives.
Bell (1997) reveals her intention of utilizing first person narrative as follows. “What
was needed, | felt, was an intensive learner study that would consider more than simply
observable behaviour but would try to document the learner's story from the
inside.....the kind of data | wanted could be best gathered through an autobiographical
study” (p. 89). Bell illuminates her learning process in which she became more aware of
the unconscious assumptions she held about her English literacy practices through her
attempt to learn literacy in Chinese. She experienced tension and conflict between her
and her Chinese tutor, or between two different culturally specific values placed on
literacies. She tried to resolve these tensions by reflecting on her own literacy
autobiography. Her struggle to make meaning appears to have contributed to her
learning process. Bell concludes that a narrative approach “acknowledges the life
history of the research participants and fits particularly well with cross-cultural

endeavors” (1995, p. 691).

In recent years several publications, which feature a collection of personal accounts of
the literacy experiences of highly successful academic writers, have become available.
These include: Belcher and Connor’s (2001) Reflections on Multiliterate Lives;

Casanave and Vandrick’s (2003) Writing for Scholarly Publication; and one of the
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chapters of Kroll’s (2003) Exploring the Dynamics of Second Language Writing. These
narratives are not necessarily in a research format, and are named in a variety of ways,
such as language learning memoirs, literacy autobiography, language-learning
autobiography, linguistic autobiography, and learning histories. Many of the
contributors are multilingual scholars, who write and publish in English as the second
language (e.g., Kubota, 2001; Connor, 1999; Canagarajah, 2001; Kroll, 2001; Pavlenko,
2003). These recent publications indicate researchers’ growing awareness of choosing
“to write more transparently about their own identities, agendas, and processes”

(Casanave, 2002, p. 235).

Apart from academic writers’ narratives, there are a wealth of publications based on
professional multilingual writers’ border crossing experiences (e.g. Danquah, 2000; de
Courtivron, 2003; Hoffman, 1989; Lvovich, 1997; Mori, 1997). In these personal
narratives, one of the major themes is the relationship between language and identity in
L2 learning. A number of bilingual writers discuss the process of identity change
involved in learning a second language (Danquah, 2000; Hoffman, 1989; Lvovich,
1997; Mori, 1997), many of whom experienced border crossing as migrants or
sojourners. For example, Eva Hoffman, an author of the well-known autobiography Lost
in Translation, speaks in her interview about her incentive to write about the

relationship between language and identity:

| started to realising [sic] that what I actually wanted to talk about was not just
language but the conjunction of language and identity, and that to do that |
needed a case study - and the case study I knew best was myself. It needed to
be done from within a subjectivity since it was so much about subjectivity
(Hoffman, 1998, p. 18).
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Some of these multilingual writers’ narratives have become sources of data for
researchers such as Pavlenko (Pavlenko, 1998, 2001a, 2001b, 2002) to investigate the

issue of language learning and identity in biographical studies.

2.2.4 Biographical studies of language learning

In the second strand of studies, first-person narratives written or told by language
learners/users are analysed by the researchers and reported in research texts. Such
studies include analysis of published autobiographies of professional bilingual writers
(Besemeres, 2002; Granger, 2004; Morrow, 1997; Pavlenko, 1998, 2001b; Pavlenko &
Lantolf, 2000; Schumann, 1997); analysis of experiential narratives and autobiographies
of people involved in language learning, teaching and research (Armour, 2004;
Casanave, 2002; Kramsch & Lam, 1999; Lam, 2000; Soliday, 1994; Vitanova, 2005;
Zamel, 1997); diary/journal studies of second language users (Norton, 2000); and
interview-based case studies of multilingual writers and learners (Kanno, 2003;

Casanave, 1998).

As indicated earlier, one of the major themes of narrative inquiry is the relationship
between language learning and identity. A number of biographical researchers have used
first-person narratives as data to study the process of identity transformation involved in
learning a second language. Among them, Norton’s diary study is a good example of

elucidating the social aspect of language learning experiences.

Norton (2000) conducted a longitudinal study of newly arrived migrant women in
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Canada to investigate changes in their social identities. After having taught them in an
ESL course, Norton asked five female participants to write diaries to keep records and
to reflect on their second language learning experiences in the home, workplace, and
community. Research participants wrote diary accounts of social interaction with target
language speakers, many of which highlight the frustrations and humiliations
experienced by them as immigrant women. Norton also held diary study meetings with
research participants, where the participants were encouraged to share extracts from
their diaries with each other. In a safe space, these migrant women collaboratively
engaged in highly reflective literacy activities. For Norton, “the diary study was a
particularly important source of data on identity and language learning” (Norton, 2000,

p. 147).

In undertaking my own research | have been informed in particular by three writers:
Kanno, Casanave and Pavlenko. These studies share several common features, which
are also applicable to my study. They are:

1) all three researchers used narrative inquiry as a conceptual and methodological
framework;

2) they all researched longitudinal processes of learning to become bilingual/bicultural,
rather than growing up as bilingual;

3) their central focus is on language learning and identity transformation;

4) one of their central themes is transition.

® Kanno

Kanno (2003) investigated the longitudinal development of bilingual and bicultural
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identities of four Japanese returnee students (kikokushijo), who spent a number of years
in English-speaking countries during their adolescence and returned to Japan to attend
university. By following the same research participants for years, Kanno attempted to
focus on “how adolescent ESL learners gradually evolve into bilingual and bicultural
young adults and decide where to position themselves between multiple languages and
cultures” (p. 7). Thus, her primary focus was not on second language acquisition per se,
but rather on becoming bilingual and bicultural persons. Through the analysis of these
students’ life stories, she argues that “they grow more skillful at striking a balance
between the two worlds and become more confident about their hybrid identities” (p.
134), and that “this change was accompanied by their increasingly sophisticated skill at
participating in multiple communities” (p. xi). The issue of transition is central to her
study. In one sense, it refers to the transition that learners experienced as they crossed
linguistic and cultural borders; in another sense it also refers to learners’ life changes.
Their transition from adolescent to adulthood was “superimposed on” (Lieblich, 1993, p.
121) their transition to the different language and culture. Kanno elucidates how these

two are intertwined within individual learners.

Kanno’s research is characterised by an in-depth longitudinal study from the language
learners’ point of view. Her emphasis on the importance of studying long-term changes
of research participants is particularly relevant to my study. Like Kanno’s, my study
explores the long-term changes of potential bilingual persons with border crossing
experiences. However, one of the differences is that my study emphasises the role of
writing in two languages in relation to the identity transformation, whereas in Kanno’s

study writing is not a central concern.
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® Casanave

As cited earlier, Casanave (2005) makes a case for narrative as a legitimate research tool
in the field of second language writing. She claims that “narrative approaches can help
break down narrow stereotypes of what L2 writing research consists of, and thus
contribute to an expanded understanding of L2 writing and writers” (2005, p. 17).
Casanave’s work thus explicitly focuses on the writer and his/her identity
transformation. For example, in “Transitions: The balancing act of bilingual academics”
(Casanave 1998, also 2002), she explores the identity transformation of bilingual
Japanese scholars through academic writing activities. As the title suggests, the concept
of transition is central to her study. Casanave conducted interview-based research on the
transitions of bilingual Japanese scholars, from the writing life of graduate students in
the United States to the writing life of university faculty members in Japan, in order to
explore how they established identities as scholars in two different linguistic and
cultural environments. Casanave (1998) describes the transitions of these bilingual

writers as follows:

A more accurate portrayal of the bilingual academic writers in this project
might be one of people struggling within a multicontextual and multicultural
world to develop several interrelated identities that could be juggled and
balanced as needed to their best advantage. Viewed this way, the transition to
the life of a professional bilingual academic does not mean choosing life A or
life B; rather, it means recognizing and then accepting the heterogeneity of
their writing lives and learning techniques of flexible perspective-taking.
Specifically, it means coming to understand how to manage the competing
and sometimes conflicting demands of writing in two languages within a
variety of institutional and disciplinary contexts, most of them very local and
contingent indeed. (Casanave, 1998, p. 196)
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As seen above, Casanave’s central concern is how bilingual academics position
themselves in relation to their writing activities in two different languages and academic
communities. In so doing, she explores the potential of narrative inquiry in research into
writing by interrogating “what roles writing plays in their lives” (Casanave 1998, p.
197). In other words, her claim appears to be that the writers’ meaning-making
processes - what writing means to them — constitute a legitimate research agenda in

research into writing.

Casanave’s work informs my study in a number of ways. In particular, her claim that
“L2 writing research is inevitably about people who write” (2005, p. 28) is the
backbone of my study. Also informative is her bilingual perspective as seen in her
research on bilingual academics. Rather than calling these people second language
writers, Casanave claims that they are bilingual academic writers in a sense that they are
learning to write in two languages and also learning to position themselves between two
different academic communities. Viewing a bilingual writer’s linguistic repertoire as a
whole, rather than separating out each language is important because, as Cook argues,
“looking only at the L2 part of the L2 user is inadequate; they are complete people”
(Cook, 2002, p. 275). Lastly, Casanave’s comment on the impact of storytelling is
noteworthy. She touches on, although briefly, what kind of impact the act of narrating

has on bilingual academics’ transitions.

The act of storytelling, particularly when young scholars are making the
transition from the life of a graduate student to that of a practicing academic,
seemed to me to help the storytellers clarify and re-view complex and
contentious issues concerning what it means to write professionally and to
help them express and understand their own transitioning identities.

(Casanave, 2002, p. 215)
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While Casanave’s comment refers to the spoken mode of storytelling, in my research I

take up this issue and attempt to further explore the impact of narrating in written mode.

® Pavlenko

Pavlenko (1998, also Pavlenko & Lantolf 2000; 2001b) studied the self transformation
process of professional bilingual writers such as Hoffman, Lvovich, Novak, and Mori,
through utilising their autobiographical narratives as data. These autobiographic
narratives were chosen, according to Pavlenko, because the memoirs of these bicultural,
bilingual writers “constitute a rich, compelling, and informative source of evidence
about the process of adult second language learning” (Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000, p.
156). These bilingual writers, having experienced border crossings (both national and
linguistic borders) and learned their L2 after puberty, successfully attained high levels

of proficiency in L2 to become professionals.

Pavlenko suggests a new way of looking at their processes of second language learning.
In addition to focusing on the mastery of the target language’s linguistic code, Pavlenko
focuses on the transformation of a self as a consequence of border crossings. Pavlenko
and Lantolf (2000, pp. 162-163) suggest that the self-transformation process moves

through stages of loss to stages of gain and reconstruction as follows.

The initial phase of loss can be segmented into five stages:
- loss of one’s linguistic identity

- loss of all subjectivities
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- loss of the frame of reference and the link between the signifier and the signified
- loss of the inner voice

- first language attrition

The phase of recovery and (re) construction encompasses four critical stages:

appropriation of others’ voices

- emergence of one’s own new voice, often in writing first

translation therapy: reconstruction of one’s past

- continuous growth ‘into’ new positions and subjectivities.

The first stage is marked by “the weakening of one’s linguistic system as a tool not only
for social interaction, but as a tool for mediating one’s own thinking processes,
including above all one’s inner voice” (Lantolf, 2000, p. 23). The latter stage is
characterized by creation of one’s new narrative in a new language. This stage starts
with appropriation of others’ voices, reconstruction of one’s past, and eventually leads

into new positions and subjectivities.

Of particular relevance to my research is Pavlenko’s analysis of the role of written
language. Pavlenko suggests that new voices are first captured in writing rather than in
speech - “emergence of one’s own new voice, often in writing first” (Pavlenko &
Lantolf, 2000, p. 163). Thus, writing in a new language seems to play a critical role in a
creation of one’s new voice, and also in the transition from stages of loss to stages of
recovery. Pavlenko and Lantolf (2000, p. 162) suggest, “[o]ur analysis demonstrates that
the narratives of the bilingual writers in themselves represent a space where identities

are reconstructed and life stories retold in the security of the double displacement
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granted by writing in a second language”.

Elsewhere Pavlenko (2001b, p. 325) explains the roles of writing as follows:

both private and public writing allows individuals to regain control over the
self, world, and their own life story narrative. For many authors, written texts,
such as diaries, journals, or memoirs, represent uniquely safe spaces in which
new identities can be invented and new voices tried out. For some, writing in
the midst of the turmoil of budding bilingualism allows them to accomplish
linguistic transitions.

Pavlenko’s analysis provides highly informative insights into the process of second
language development and of the transformation of language learners through the

mediation of writing.

Despite the relevance of Pavlenko’s work to my research, several questions remain.
First, given that writing in L2 played a critical role in self-transformation for the people
considered in Pavlenko’s study, is it because they are professional writers and writing is
particularly important for them? Or does it apply to other L2 learners/users as well?
Evidence from other researchers suggests that L2 writing, in particular writing personal
narratives, plays an important role in language learners’ identity transformation (e.g.
Kramsch, 1999; Kramsch & Lam, 1999; Lam, 2000; Soliday, 1994; Zamel, 1997).
Kramsch (1999), for example, comments on Norton’s (1997) diary study by pointing
out the mediational role of writing for identity change on the part of second language
learners/users. Lam (2000), in her study of migrant teenagers engaging in computer
network communication, highlights the “reflective and generative power of writing” (p.
460).
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The second question concerns the status of L1 of the bilingual writers in Pavlenko’s
analysis. The ongoing nature of the relationship between L1 and L2 in the lives of these
bilingual writers is not clear. The majority of writers in Pavlenko’s study are “successful
middle-class individuals who had successfully acquired English” (Pavlenko, 2001a, p.
140), who moved into L2 speaking countries permanently. A linguistic shift took place
from L1 to L2, and they became professionals using their L2. However, what happened
to their L1? Has L1 become lost in translation? The relationship between their L1 and

L2 is not clear.

My study has been informed by Pavlenko’s claim of the self-transformative power of
personal narrative writing in L2. Like Pavlenko, | argue for a greater emphasis on
written language in second language learning research. However, while sharing some
commonalities, my study differs from Pavlenko’s study in a number of ways. First, my
study focuses on the longitudinal transitions of potential bilingual writers, who are
characterised by a constant move between languages and cultures. It is this dynamic
bilingual aspect that | wish to portray in my research. Second, one of the research
participants in my study experienced difficulty in both L1 and L2 literacy. Yet, she
attempted to write her life story in L2. The question of what made her turn to narrative
writing is one of the major issues to be explored in my study. Another important
difference between Pavlenko’s study and my study is the type of data. Pavlenko’s study
utilised the written product of narrative. However my research utilises both the written
product and actual writing process as data. Thus, co-construction of autobiographical

narrative in social interaction is one of the key points in my research.
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2.2.5 Conceptions of narrative and narrative inquiry within my
study

Having explored major perspectives of narrative and discussed a number of
representative narrative studies, | am now able to revisit and further clarify the
conceptions of narrative and narrative inquiry that were introduced in Chapter 1, and
that shape my research. The conceptions of narrative in my study can be summarized as
follows. Narrative is understood in this study as a sociocultural mediating artifact
(Lantolf, 2000a; Wertsch, 1998) which people use “to language” (Swain, 2006a) their
experiences, to make sense of themselves and the world, and also to transform selves.
Key points in my conceptions are a sociocultural perspective and ‘languaging’ (Swain,

20064).

® Sociocultural perspective

As | explained in Chapter 1, narrative is seen in this research as sitting within the
broader theoretical umbrella of sociocultural theory. These two major informing theories
in my research, namely sociocultural theory and narrative theory, share important

theoretical understandings regarding the relationship between social and individual.

In sociocultural theory, learning is considered as both a social and an individual process.
Knowledge is not individually owned but exists in relation to a particular sociocultural
context. Bruner (1990) claims “a person’s knowledge is not just in one's own head, in
‘person solo’....Coming to know anything is both situated and distributed” (p106).
McDermott (1993) describes learning from socially-situated perspective as follows:

“learning is not in heads, but in the relations between people. Learning does not belong
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to individual persons, but to the various conversations of which they are a part” (p. 292).
Thus, knowledge is viewed as distributed across members of a social group rather than

being localized exclusively in an individual (Linehan & McCarthy, 2000).

Like sociocultural theory, narrative theory considers meaning making to be social and
individual at the same time (Ochs, 1988). Both theories recognise that humans learn
through social interaction via the mediation of cultural tools, such as language. For both,
the focus is on the role of sociocultural context in shaping human activity. Both theories
emphasise the importance of historical development to understand the present
circumstances (Gillette, 1994). Lantolf and Pavlenko (1995, p.116) point to the
consonance between these two theories as follows: “[s]ociocultural theory is also in
tune with the hermeneutic tradition adopted from the human sciences by current
discursive approaches to psychology and sociology; as such, it is removed from the
nomological tradition and its objectification of individuals and search for causality”.
The literature on narrative and sociocultural theory provides us with an insight into how
people construct, maintain and change their narratives in a particular sociocultural

context through social interaction with others.

The literature which | cite most frequently is that of Jerome Bruner because of his
contributions as a psychologist to both narrative and sociocultural theories. Bruner,
strongly influenced by Vygotsky’s works in the 1960s, claims that narrative is one of the
important cultural artifacts, which mediate human experience (Bruner, 1990). He also
emphasises the socioculturally situated nature of narrative development of children
(Bruner, 1990). Bruner’s work locates itself at the nexus of narrative theory and

sociocultural theory; thus | find it particularly relevant to the theoretical orientation of
74



my study. | also draw on sociocultually oriented narrative studies such as Baynham
(2003), Belz (2002), Kramsch (2000), Martinez-Roldan (2003), Pavlenko and Lantolf

(2000), Verity (2000), and Wertsch (1998) among others.

® ‘Languaging’

As mentioned earlier, key functions of narrative are both ‘to tell’ and ‘to know’ or ‘to
understand’ in a specific way. These two functions of telling and knowing are
inseparable in the act of narrating. In order to tell their experiences, people need to bring
their unarticulated experiences to the level of conscious thought (Brady, 1990) and
shape them through language. Yet, in reverse, making-meaning of experiences is often

achieved through telling stories.

This mutual inter-relationship between telling and understanding is best understood in
terms of Swain’s (2006a) notion of “languaging” derived from sociocultural theory.
Although this term was briefly introduced in Chapter 1, in what follows | elaborate the
notion of languaging, and its relation to narrative. To recapture, languaging is defined
“as the use of speaking and writing to mediate cognitively complex activities” (Swain &
Deters, 2007, p. 822). It is “the process of making meaning and shaping knowledge and
experience through language” (Swain, 20063, p. 98). Within this process, Swain has
focused on the role of verbalization in the process of language learning (Swain, 1985,
2000, 2006a; Swain & Lapkin, 2003). Although her emphasis is on the production of
language, languaging is much more than output. “The act of producing spoken or
written language is thinking in progress and is key to learners’ understanding of

complex concepts” (Swain & Deters, 2007, p. 822). To put it another way, in the effort
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of saying or writing, a speaker/writer frequently has the feeling of reaching a fuller and
clearer understanding for him or herself (Swain, 2000, p. 102; Wells, 2000, p. 74). This
“coming-to-know-while-speaking phenomenon” (Swain, 20063, p. 97) captures what
languaging does to the human mind. Furthermore, through languaging, Swain (Swain &
Deters, 2007, P. 822) argues, “learners articulate and transform their thinking into an
artifactual form, and in doing so, make it available as a source of further reflection”. As
such in a language learning context, “languaging about language is one of the ways we

learn language” (Swain, 20064, p. 98).

The backbone of Swain’s notion of languaging is Vygotsky’s insight into the mediating
role of language as a symbolic tool in the development and functioning of human higher
cognition. As explained in Chapter 1, Wgotsky (1978) argues that the higher forms of
human mental activity are mediated both by physical and symbolic tools (or signs).
Among other symbolic tools, language is one of the most important mediating tools of
the mind. Important here is that the role of language is considered as a means of
organizing mental activities, rather than that of conveying pre-existing thought. As
Wygotsky (1986, p. 218) writes, "Thought is not merely expressed in words; it comes
into existence through them". Thus, in a sociocultural theory of mind, language activity;,
speaking and writing, is “‘conceived of as a tool that enables changes in cognition”
(Swain, 2006b, p. 100). It is the primary “mediational means humans deploy for

thinking” (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006, p. 79).

Another important aspect of languaging is that it is a process of creating a “visible or
audible product about which one can language further” (Swain, 20064, p. 97). The

emphasis here is that languaging can be looked at “as simultaneously process and
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product” (Wells, 2000, p73). It allows us to focus “not only on ‘saying’ or ‘writing’, but
on ‘what is said’ or ‘what is written’ “(Swain, 2006b, p. 108). Swain explains the two
aspects of languaging by citing Wells as follows: “Wells suggest that it is frequently in
the effort of 'saying' that a speaker has the feeling of reaching a fuller and clearer
understanding for him or herself. Furthermore, 'what was said' is now an objective
product that can be explored further by the speaker or others” (Swain, 2000, p102).
Swain (Swain & Deters, 2007, p. 822) thus argues that “[t]hrough languaging — a crucial
mediating psychological and cultural activity — learners articulate and transform their
thinking into an artifactual form, and in doing so, make it available as a source of
further reflection.” The significance of artifact is that “it allows ideas to be retained and
held up for inspection by the self and others; it allows ideas to move between people”
(Swain, 2006b, p. 101). As an artifactual form, our thinking becomes “available as an
object about which questions can be raised and answers can be explored with others or
with the self” (Swain, 20064, p. 97). Therefore, in summary, the significance of the
notion of languaging lies in incorporating the complex process of making meaning

through, and with, the production of language.

Although Swain does not explicitly refer to narrative as an application of ‘languaging’
in her studies, I argue that it is possible to extend the notion of languaging to narrative
for the following reasons. As explained earlier, the basis of Swain’s notion of
languaging is Vygotsky’s insight into the relationship between thought and language;
that is, "thought is not merely expressed in words; it comes into existence through
them" (Vygotsky, 1986, p. 218). If Vygotsky’s insight is applied to narrative, it can be
said that experience is not merely expressed in narrative; experience comes into

existence through narrating. This means that narrative is not simply representation of
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experience, but rather narrative is a process of making meaning and (re)shaping
experience. The following quote from Brockmeier and Harré (2001) cogently explains
the relation between experience and narrative in parallel with thought and language

within sociocultural theory.

Following both Wittgenstein's (1953) and Vygotsky's (1987) warnings against
the view that language could be understood as a kind of transformation, or
even a translation, of prelinguistic meanings into words and sentences,
narratives should not be conceived as presenting an external version of some
particular mental entities floating in a kind of presemiotic state. To present
something as a narrative does not mean to "externalize" some kind of
"internal” reality and to give a linguistic shape to it. Rather, narratives are
forms inherent in our ways of getting knowledge that structure experience
about the world and ourselves. To put it another way, the discursive order in
which we weave the world of our experiences emerges only as modus
operandi of the narrative process itself. That is, we are primarily dealing not
with a mode of representing but with a specific mode of constructing and
constituting reality, as Bruner pointed out (1991). To study this mode, we
must look carefully at the ways in which people try to make sense of their
experiences. And they do so, among others, by narrating them (Brockmeier &
Harré, 2001, pp. 49-50) (emphasis added).

Based on the argument presented above, what languaging and narrative have in
common is the process of “comprehending and reshaping experience” (Swain, 2006b, p.
110) through the use of language activity. For narrative, making-meaning of
experiences is often achieved through telling stories. In other words, “experience itself
becomes intelligible to humans only when they narrate it” (De Fina, 2003, p. 17). This

is precisely what languaging does to the human mind.

Thus, it does not seem to be stretching Swain’s notion of ‘languaging’ too far to suggest
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that narrative is one of the powerful ways of ‘languaging’ to make meaning of one’s
lived experience through and with the production of language. To apply this notion of
“languaging” to narrative, it can be argued that narrative, either spoken or written, is
understood as one of the powerful mediational cultural artifacts that people use for

languaging their lived experiences and giving meaning to these experiences.

Summary of Chapter 2: Major theoretical points about

narrative

To conclude this chapter, | summarise the major theoretical points about narrative that
have emerged from literature review, and show how they have shaped my theoretical
perspectives. Contemporary narrative studies can be seen as a site of multiple
methodologies and research practices. The term narrative has been used with a variety
of meanings and emphases by researchers in different disciplines, with the result that
these multiple uses have caused some ambiguity. One of the major purposes of this
chapter has been to clarify the meaning of narrative by exploring historically the
different ways in which the concept of narrative is understood and studied. In doing so,
I sought to explain under what historical conditions the current prevailing interest in
narrative research has developed. In section 1, | described the historical shift of
conception of narrative in the social and human sciences from a literary form to an
organizing structure of human experience. In accordance with this shift, I have argued
that approaches to narrative also have shifted from formalist approaches (literary study,
structural linguistic analysis with major emphasis on how narrative texts are
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linguistically structured) to more interpretive approaches. This broad movement has
occurred as a result of a narrative turn. I argued that the significance of the narrative
turn lies in a “widening in acceptance of alternative epistemologies or ways of
knowing” (Clandinin, 2007, p. 1), and | have cited Bruner’s (1986) argument that
narrative is a legitimate form of knowledge that is equally important as natural scientific
knowledge. Within a framework of interpretive approaches to narrative, | have
suggested that people use narrative to interpret and re-interpret the meaning of their past
experiences as well as those of others to make better sense of themselves and the world.
Identity formation and transformation became one of the important research topics
within this framework. Although identity construction through narrative seems to be an
intra-mental process, | have argued that narrative is best understood as a psychosocial
construction because narrative is, by its nature, social and relational and plays
interactional functions. It is this sociocultural orientation to narrative that has shaped my

own understanding of narrative and the research perspective in this thesis.

In section 2, | focused more directly on the uses of narratives in the studies of language
and literacy learning. | have argued that the uses of narratives in the field of language
and literacy have been extended from narrative as text structure to narrative as a way of
knowing in parallel with the historical shift of narrative studies in social and human
science as outlined in the previous section. | have also argued that increasing interest in
narrative as a way of knowing has much to do with the rise of learner-sensitive research,
which emphasises the learners’ lived experiences as a legitimate object of inquiry. A
number of both autobiographical and biographical studies have utilised first-person
narratives of language learners as a major source of data to investigate their learning

processes embedded in their lives.
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After reviewing major representative narrative studies, | revisited and elaborated the
conceptions of narrative used in my study that were introduced in Chapter 1. Narrative
is understood in this study as a sociocultural mediating artifact (Lantolf, 2000; Wertsch,
1998) which people use “to language” (Swain, 2006a) their experiences, to make sense
of themselves and the world, and also to transform selves. Major properties about

narrative within this sociocultural perspective can be summarised as follows:

- narrative as a legitimate way of knowing

- narrative as mediational means to language one’s experience

- narrative as a meaning making device

- narrative as a social and relational activity

- narrative as the mediator of identity construction and transformation

- narrative as a socio-historically developed cultural tool

In the following chapter (Chapter 3) I explain the use of narrative as a research tool.
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CHAPTER 3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY: NARRATIVE

AS A RESEARCH TOOL

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to explain the specific research design that was used in
this study. The previous chapter (Chapter 2) explained the conceptions of narrative:
WHAT narrative is, and WHAT narrative does. However, as indicated in Chapter 1, the
term narrative has a second meaning in this thesis - that of narrative inquiry. Thus, the

focus of this chapter is on WHY and HOW narrative is utilised as a research tool.

This chapter is structured as follows. In the first section, I explain the connections
between the aims of the research, the theoretical underpinnings, and the methodology. |
begin by outlining the criterion used to select a suitable research methodology, then
proceed to an analysis of the nature of narrative inquiry, including its characteristics and
benefits, as well as limitations in order to justify my choice of narrative inquiry as
research methodology. In the second section | describe the specific research design that
was used in this study, and the actual research process in terms of data collection,
participants, and analysis. In the final section I discuss some of the challenges of
narrative inquiry emerging from my study, including validation of research, ethical
considerations, and the complexities of translation to present someone else’s stories in

another language.
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3.1 Narrative inquiry: What and Why

3.1.1 Selecting the research methodology

In choosing a research methodology for this study, the most important criterion was the
compatibility between the research goals and its methodology. A number of researchers
maintain that the essential criterion for choosing methodology is its relevance, and
appropriateness to the research goals (Flowerdew, 2005; Lieblich, et al., 1998). For

instance, Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach, and Zilber (1998, p. 165) maintain as follows:

Most important is the concordance between the research goals and its methods,
yet practical considerations and personal preference have their own impact on
this complicated decision process.

As outlined in Chapter 1, the principal methodological aim of this thesis is to propose a
complementary approach to studying language and literacy learning from learners’
perspectives. My major claim is that in order to have a better understanding of language
learning processes, it is important to investigate not only learners’ language but also
learners’ lived experiences derived from language learning. To this end, finding a way
of conducting more learner-sensitive research that enabled me to investigate learners’
longitudinal change in a wholistic way was a necessary and important element of my
research design. In Chapter 1, | provided some explanation why narrative inquiry was
selected as a suitable research methodology for this study. Here | elaborate the

theoretical justification for the research methodology.
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3.1.2 What is narrative inquiry?

As Chapter 2 has demonstrated, the term narrative has multiple meanings. Narrative
inquiry also encompasses multiple methodologies and research practices. Narrative
inquiry is a perspective rather than a unified methodology. It is more accurate to say that
“[1]t rather names a theoretical and methodological orientation that aims at examining
the nature and role of narrative discourse in human life, experience, and thought”

(Brockmeier & Carbaugh, 2001, p. 9).

In this study narrative inquiry is understood as a subset of qualitative research designs
in which narrative is used to describe and interpret people’s lived-experiences (Bell,
2002; Bruner, 1986; Clandinin, 2007; Clandinin& Connelly, 2000; Hatch & Wisniewski
1995; Polkinghorne, 1988, 1995). The tenet of narrative inquiry is, according to
Connelly and Clandinin (1990, p. 2), that “the study of narrative is the study of the ways
humans experience the world”. The main claim for the use of narrative inquiry is that
learners’ experience needs to be studied in its own right, and the most valuable way of
studying experience is through the ways stories are told (Denzin, 2000; Freeman, 1997).
Thus, narrative inquiry seeks a comprehensive understanding of human experience

through the mediation of storytelling.

Narrative inquiry, as | have interpreted it in this thesis, has several defining features that

characterise the nature of research.

First, as seen in Chapter 2, philosophically speaking, narrative inquiry is influenced by
hermeneutic and interpretive traditions (Gadamer, 1975; Heidegger, 1962; Ricoeur,
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1984) in its fundamental methodological approach. It is meaning-centered, and
acknowledges a central role for interpretation in its explanatory framework (Bruner,
1991, 1996; Ezzy, 2002; Freeman, 1997). Bruner (1991, 1996) explains how the
hermeneutic tradition influences narrative inquiry as follows. Hermeneutics is an art of
interpretation. He contends that interpretation is a circular process, in that the parts of a
text depend for their meaning upon the whole and the whole upon the parts. He refers to
this process as the ‘hermeneutic circle’ where “[t]he events recounted in a story take
their meaning from the story as a whole. But the story as a whole is something that is
constructed from its parts” (Bruner, 1996, p. 122). In other words, “parts and wholes in
a narrative rely on each other for their viability” (Bruner, 1991, p. 8). The objective of
narrative analysis, therefore, is to provide a convincing and non-contradictory account
of the meaning of the story as a whole in the light of the constituent parts (Bruner, 1991,

1996).

Second, narrative inquiry emphasizes a wholistic approach. This is the case in two
senses. Firstly, narrative inquiry attempts to view each individual as a whole person, and
seeks to study individuals “as a unified totality” (Polkinghorne, 1988, p. 102) and resists
fracturing (Riessman, 1993). In the second sense, narrative inquiry concerns individual
human lives situated in a sociocultural, socio-historical context. While narrative inquiry
focuses on the individual life, it does not view people’s lives in isolation, but situated in
time and space in relation with others. In this sense, narrative inquiry is historical in

orientation and is culturally inclusive.

Third, narrative inquiry is idiographic in orientation, and the primary unit of analysis is

the individual life (Freeman, 1997). Narrative inquiry seeks to understand and interpret
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an individual life story, rather than looking for general principles over a wide range of
people or making universal claims. An advantage of narrative inquiry is that it explores

idiographic aspects of self-stories in specific sociocultural contexts.

As shown above, narrative inquiry offers promise. However, every methodology has not
only strengths but also limitations. Narrative inquiry is not an all-purpose research
methodology. Rather, it is “one approach, not a panacea, suitable for some research
situations but not others” (Riessman, 1993, p. 70). It may be argued that narrative
approaches “run the risk of providing descriptive rather than explanatory accounts”
(Singer, 2004, p. 440), and thus remain limited in their ability to produce general theory.
There is a tension between close attention to particularities, on the one hand, and,
generalization on the other (Riessman, 1993). Furthermore, narrative research is not
suitable for large-scale studies because it requires time and “close collaboration with
participants” (Bell, 2002, p. 210). Sample size is inevitably small, and “cases are often
drawn from unrepresentative pools” (Riessman, 1993, p. 70), which make
generalisation difficult. However, it can be counter-argued that making generalizations
is not the goal of narrative inquiry. Rather, the goal of narrative inquiry is an in-depth
understanding of the whole person in specificity, thus it is typically rooted in time, place,

and personal experience (Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000; Riessman, 1993).

Additionally, it may be argued that narrative inquiry tends to be “detailed and
descriptive but apolitical story telling” (Casanave, 2003, p. 95). However, although
narrative inquiry centrally involves idiographic aspects, it should not result simply in a
collection of stories that are personally meaningful only to the researcher and the

participants (Casanave, 2005). Rather, narrative researchers need to make connections
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between personal experiences and social significance, otherwise their research can be
criticized as “idiosyncratic and narcissistic” (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000, p. 121). In
Clandinin and Connelly’s words, “[w]e need to make sure that when we say ‘I’, we

know that ‘I’ is connecting with ‘they’” (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000, p. 123).

3.1.3 Why do narrative inquiry? Justification for narrative inquiry

The choice of narrative inquiry as an approach to research is particularly appropriate for
my research purposes. Firstly, narrative inquiry is both learner-sensitive and
context-sensitive, as previously discussed in its defining features, because, with its
interpretive tools, it is “designed to examine phenomena, issues, and people's lives
holistically” (Daiute & Lightfoot, 2004, p. viii). Secondly, as narrative inquiry relies on
the first-person accounts of phenomena, it has a participant-relevant, emic perspective,
which elucidates idiographic aspect of meaning-making in a specific sociocultural,
historical context. Thirdly, autobiographical narrative by its very nature is an account of
longitudinal change of individuals. Narrative inquiry thus enables unique insights into
longitudinal change of individuals, and also “social histories that influence identity and

development” (Daiute & Lightfoot, 2004, p. viii).

Some may argue that it could have been possible to undertake this research by other
qualitative research methodology such as ethnography or case study. However, what
distinguishes narrative inquiry from other types of qualitative research methodology is
its central focus on the role of narrative as mediating human experiences. Kanno (2003,
p. 8) explains the characteristics of narrative inquiry in comparison with other
qualitative research methodologies as follows.
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Qualitative researchers in general are interested in understanding human
experience from the actors' own point of view. However, those of us in the
narrative inquiry tradition (see Bell, 1997; Conle, 1992; 1995; Dalley, 1989;
X. Li, 2002, for other examples of narrative inquiry on issues of SLA) pay
particular attention to the role of narrative in the meaning-making process of
human experience. Compared with other qualitative approaches (e.g.,
ethnography), the focus is on individuals and how they live their lives. We are
interested in what connections individuals make between separate events, how
one experience leads to another (Dewey, 1938/1963), and what identities they
express in the telling of their stories (Kanno, 2003, p. 8).

As Kanno (2003) argues, narrative inquiry is particularly suited to studying an
individual’s meaning making of his /her experience and his/her identity construction.

This potential of narrative inquiry is particularly relevant to my research goals.

3.2 Research design of this study

This research is an in-depth longitudinal qualitative study utilizing narrative inquiry,
which investigates two adult language learners’/users’ processes of becoming bilingual.
Two language learners/users in this study include a research participant, Satoko
(pseudonym), and the researcher, myself. Thus, the study comprises my own
autobiographical study and a biographical study of the research participant. The
research participant, Satoko, and | conducted a series of interactive writing sessions,
through which Satoko produced her written autobiographical narrative in her second
language. | also wrote my autobiographical narrative in my second language, and

subsequently wrote Satoko’s story for the research text based on her first-person
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accounts and my longitudinal observation. I, then, investigated the impact of

autobiographical narrative writing experiences on both Satoko and myself.

In developing the research design for this study, | sought to make connections between

the theoretical understanding of narrative and its methodological consequences.

3.2.1 Layers of narrative construction and analysis

Narrative inquiry in my study has involved several layers of construction and analysis.
The relationship between the various layers of construction and analysis is

schematically represented in the diagram below.

Diagram 1: Layers of narrative construction and analysis in the thesis

Level C: Analysis of narratives (presented in Chapter 5)

|
Level B: Construction of eveI B: Construction of \
Satokos story (in Ch4) My story (inCh4)

A

Llevel A: Primary data w

Level A: Primary data

[ co-constructed Satoko’s written narrative

J
\ DN Y

In the diagram, there are three different layers of narrative construction and analysis
indicated as Level A, Level B, and Level C, respectively.
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The first layer (Level A in the diagram) represents the primary data that consisted of the
construction of various spoken and written first-person narratives by the research
participants to reflect on our language learning experiences in our lives. For Satoko, the
primary data consisted of interviews between Satoko and me in which she recounted
and reflected on her life; my longitudinal observations based on our interactive writing
sessions; and her written autobiographical narrative. For myself, the primary data
consisted of my diary notes, entries in my reflective journals, and my own previous

written texts.

It is important to note that these participants’ first-person accounts are themselves
narratives that were interpreted and constructed by ourselves based on various events
that we had experienced in our lives. Thus, these first-person narratives are not merely
raw data for the researcher to analyse, but already products of an interpretive process by
the participants. In particular, Satoko’s written autobiographical texts were the product
of collaborative writing sessions with me based on details of her life in China and Japan.
Thus for Satoko, primary data at Level A are represented in the diagram by two layers

of boxes to distinguish her written narrative as a product of collaborative writing from

other data.

In the second layer of analysis (Level B in the diagram), by utilising our various
first-person accounts of language and literacy learning experiences as primary sources
of data, I, as researcher, constructed our narratives as an outcome of research in order to
provide wholistic descriptions of the diachronic development of language learners/uses.

Although this process is called ‘analysis’, the actual process that occurred was a
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“synthesis rather than analysis” (Goodfellow, 1998, p. 105). This means that although
the term ‘analysis’ might imply dissecting stories int0 elements, the actual process is the
reverse, that is, configuring the elements into a coherent story. These constructed

narratives, Satoko s story and My story respectively, are presented in Chapter 4.

In the third layer of analysis (Level C in the diagram), our constructed narratives, which
were themselves product of the previous layer of analysis, became an object to be
further analysed. The process of analysis at the third layer was primarily thematic
analysis. This third layer of analysis, which appears in chapter 5, utilized both primary
data and constructed participants’ narratives presented in Chapter 4 as data from which
to abstract key issues and the recurring themes, and from which to address broader
implications for understanding the nature of language learning and learners’

development.

Thus, as seen above, as the layers of analysis progress, the level of abstraction also
progresses, so that the object of research (learners’ experience) reaches a new level of
articulation. These different layers of narrative analysis have enabled me to work from
the specific details of Satoko’s and my own stories to systematic, but also more
generalised and abstract, accounts of the significance of these learners’ narratives for

understanding what it means to become bilingual.

3.2.2 Research participants

As already mentioned, the research participants of this study are two adult language
learners/users, Satoko and myself. Thus, this research comprises my own
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autobiographical study and a biographical study of Satoko.

® Combination of autobiographical study and biographical study

My choice of combining autobiographical and biographical study was motivated by the
following reasons. As mentioned in Chapter 1, my study started as an attempt to reflect
on, and to theorise about, my own life-long transition as a language learner/user as well

as a language teacher/researcher.

My autobiographical study was intended to serve two purposes. The first purpose was to
understand my language and literacy learning experience from the inside. In this
autobiographical study the researcher, myself, is the language learner/user of English. I,
as the language learner/user, wrote about my language and literacy learning experiences.
This autobiographical study provides insights that are difficult to observe from the
outside, as no one knows better than | what | have done and what | have thought and felt.
Through writing my language learning story, | attempted to track the processes | went
through to become a bilingual research writer. My particular interest was the ways in
which | utilised two languages (Japanese and English) in writing practices to help shape
my professional identities: language learner/user, language teacher, and

researcher/writer.

The second purpose was, through writing the researcher’s narrative, to clarify the
researcher’s subjective involvement in this research project. Narrative inquiry requires
great reflexive awareness on the part of the researcher. The researcher needs to

acknowledge and monitor her participation in the construction of the stories of research
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participants (Hatch & Wisniewski, 1995). This is because even though the researcher
collects and writes about someone else’s narrative, the researcher’s own narrative
constitutes an integral part of narrative inquiry. The researcher’s narrative helps to

specify who I am and through what kind of lens I am interpreting the research data.

In addition to my autobiographical study, I also attempted to learn from other people’s
experiences of learning and using plural languages in their lives. This motivated me to
conduct a biographical study with a research participant, Satoko, who was also a

language learner/user of plural languages.

® Selecting a research participant

When [ initially planned the research, | had intended working with three participants to
conduct biographical studies. At an early stage of research I recruited three research
participants. My initial criteria for selecting research participants were that they were
subsequent bilinguals; they were constantly using two or more languages; they had
interest in writing their autobiographical narratives; and they had strong awareness of
writing. The writing proficiency in both L1 and L2 was not the primary concern because,
as indicated in Chapter 1, in this research project bilingual refers to the processes
whereby learners engage in regular use of more than one language, and does not
necessarily imply competence or fluency in both languages (Baker, 1996; Grosjean,
1995; Pavlenko, 2003a). I initially recruited three research participants. These three
participants in my research were all female adults with long exposure to L2. Two
participants learned Japanese as a subsequent language, and one learned English as a

subsequent language. | had been interacting with these people through the act of writing
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in different ways at school or in a language teachers’ circle for an extended period of

time.

Although I conducted life story interviews with all three participants, | decided to
restrict my research to one participant, Satoko. The main reason for this decision was
that the data collection process of this particular participant, Satoko, differed from that
of the others. In the course of life story interviews, Satoko began to take an interest in
writing her autobiographical narrative with me. Our life story interview meetings
gradually developed into a series of collaborative autobiographical writing sessions.
Consequently, 1 worked with Satoko over eight months in co-constructing her life story
in her second language (Japanese). On the other hand, | had only conducted
semi-structured interviews with the other two participants about their language learning
experiences, and about their previously written autobiographical narratives. While these
interviews provided me with a rich source of data on their recollections of writing
experiences, | found that recollective data alone were not sufficient to obtain multiple
perspectives of an individual’s writing activity. In contrast, my participation in
collaborative writing activities with Satoko provided me with both recollective data, and
concurrent data of her writing in progress. With Satoko, | was able to closely observe
her writing process and to discuss her written products. As a consequence, | was able to
document the ways in which Satoko’s written autobiographical narrative unfolded.
Moreover, as I will describe in Satoko’s story in Chapter 4, writing her life story was
closely linked to her life-course decision making, and not specifically written for the
research purpose. This enabled me to address the issue of what autobiographical
narrative writing meant to her. Therefore, I decided to concentrate on reporting Satoko’s

story as a single biographical study. Although data from the other two participants are
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not directly used in the research, insights from my interaction with these participants

informed my developing understanding of narrative inquiry.

Here | briefly introduce Satoko, although a more detailed account of her biography is
provided in Satoko s story section in Chapter 4. Satoko was born in China in 1977, and
came to Japan with her family at the age of nine for the purpose of permanent residence.
Her migration to Japan involved complex historical relations between China and Japan
during and after the World War 11, which will be elaborated in Chapter 4. She became a
bilingual speaker of Chinese (L1) and Japanese (L2), yet she experienced difficulties in
reading and writing in both languages. Satoko and | first met in 1996 in a two-year
college where | was teaching. While she was a student of this college, | worked closely
with her assisting her academic literacy. For me, Satoko was a pivotal person in my
academic life, and my research interest in adult literacy developed through interacting
with her. Our relationship as ex-student and teacher continued after her graduation from
college. Thus, all together I have known Satoko for more than ten years. This
longitudinal perspective has allowed me to observe and document her changes as they

happened and as she moved from one life stage to another.

I should comment on why | chose to work with a person with whom | had pre-existing
relationships. My contention is that researchers can work more closely with research
participants to achieve mutual construction of meaning, if they already know each other
well. However, a large part of narrative research uses people’s stories told to the
researchers for research purposes rather than stories they spontaneously tell each other.
In contrast, in everyday situations, “stories are told not to strangers, but told

spontaneously to listeners more likely to hear them as a confidants and as a part of
95



everyday coincidence” (Carter, 1993, p. 9). It is only natural to question why we should
tell our own stories to total strangers. Thus, the pre-existing relationships between the
researcher and the participant facilitate mutual trust in sharing one’s story. However,
pre-existing relationships are not risk free, and the research process could become
unintentionally coercive because of the close relationships. Later in this chapter, |

discuss ethical issues of the researcher’s relationship with a participant.

3.2.3 The first layer of narrative construction: Primary data and
data collection

As primary source of data, | have drawn on Satoko’s and my first-person accounts of
the processes involved in language and literacy learning that were either told in
interviews, conversation, or written in diaries, journals, and autobiographical narratives.
Besides our own accounts, | have combined my longitudinal observation of the research
participant’s life transition, and our writing processes during our interactive writing
sessions. In collecting data, | utilized multiple methods including interviews, and

participant-observation during writing sessions.

® Characteristics of first-person narrative as data

As described above, various first-person narratives were used as data for both Satoko’s
biographical study and my autobiographical study. For my autobiographical study;,
first-person narrative was a source of data, and also an outcome of the first layer of
construction. Thus, at this stage, it is important to explain the characteristics of

first-person narrative. An important point to note here is, as explained earlier, that
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first-person narratives are not merely raw data, but already products of an interpretive

process by the participants. Thus, “[t]hese data are not raw, but ‘cooked’ many times

over” (Casanave, 2005, p. 27).

First-person narrative is defined as “[a] narrative in which the narrator tells a story of
personal experience referring to himself or herself in the first-person”(Herman, Jahn &
Ryan, 2005, p. 173). Telling (or writing) first-person narrative involves two different
‘I’s in two different narrative events. One is a ‘narrating-self” or a narrator, who is
telling (or writing) a story to an audience in the here-and-now of a narrating event. The
other is a narrated-self, or a protagonist, in a then-and-there of a narrated event that is
referred to by the narrator (Wortham, 2001). This duality requires the narrator to “tell a
particular story from at least two perspectives: the then-perspective of the actions of the
story, and the now-perspective of the moment of the telling” (Conle, 1997, p. 213). This
means that through an act of narrating, the narrator simultaneously relates to an

audience in the narrating event, and to the narrated-self in the narrated event.

In the process of telling first-person narrative, the narrator reconstructs past narrated
events in the present narrating event. This process is explained by Ginthner (2004) as

follows.

In order to reconstruct past events, speakers often make use of narrative
genres. Hereby, narrators decontextualize past experiences from their original
context and recontextualize them in a new communicative context. In this
process of recontextualization, the original experience is getting transformed
according to generic conventions, situative constraints, intentions of the
narrators, reactions of the recipients, etc (Gunthner, 2004, p. 285).
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Glinthner’s analysis calls attention to the interpretive processes that go into the
construction of the stories that the narrators tell. An important point here is that the
narrator does not simply replicate the past event, but rather transforms it to make an
adjustment to the present communicative situation. In other words, the narrator “designs
the story” (Bamberg, 2005, p. 446) by making choices about what to tell and how to tell
his/her story (Schiffrin, 1996). From this perspective, as stated earlier, first-person
narratives as data are not raw but already interpreted by narrators. Thus, narrative
analysis, as Riessman (1993, p. 5) maintains, “has to do with ‘how protagonists interpret
things’ (Bruner, 1990, p. 51), we can go about systematically interpreting their
interpretations”. With this understanding of first-person narrative as data, now | proceed

to describe data collection for each research participant.

For my own autobiographical study, primary data consisted mostly of my written
products, including my diary notes, entries in my reflective journals, my own previous
written texts both academic and personal, such as diaries, letters, e-mails and academic
essays. These written data encompassed both what I had written prior to conducting my
PhD research, and my concurrent written products and journals in which I recorded
on-going changes during my PhD research. Some of the writings mentioned above were
private, self-directed writing, such as my diary, and others were more other-directed
writing, such as my academic essays. Besides these written data, | used other cultural
artifacts such as photos, drawings, books, magazines, and music records/CD that tell

stories.

Based on these data, | drafted many different versions of my story by focusing on

different topics and different stages of my life transitions. These various drafts also
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became data from which to analyse my longitudinal change as a research writer. | began
by reconstructing my life story that | had carried with me to the research site. This
included my upbringing (family, moving places), educational background, my language
and literacy learning experience of both L1 and L2, my teaching and research
experiences. Drafting my story involved an interpretive process. This is because it
involved my present self commenting on my past self. When | re-read my old diary
entries, which had been written in the midst of experiences and events, they made more
sense in retrospect than they had done at the time of initial writing. Thus I needed to
re-story or re-write my original story from the vantage point of the present. (A sample

of these texts is included in Appendix A.)

Then | drafted my on-going change as a PhD research writer during and after interactive
writing sessions with Satoko. This required me to write about my on-going change in
the midst of events and experiences. My story was “constantly being restructured in the
light of new events”(Bell, 2002, p. 208). Because of “the ‘in-process’ nature of
interpretations” (Ezzy, 2002, p. 95), | had to keep revising my draft as new
interpretations emerged. The multiple layers of interpretations represented in various

drafts also constituted a part of my primary data.

For Satoko’s biographical study, I drew on multiple data sources including interviews
with Satoko in which she recounted and reflected on her life, my longitudinal
observations of Satoko’s life transition since junior college, my observation of Satoko’s
writing process during our interactive writing sessions, and her written texts.
Additionally, I used other cultural artifacts such as photos, drawings, and reference

books used for writing. I listened not only to Satoko’s first-person accounts but also
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third-person accounts of Satoko from her ex-teacher.

The main body of Satoko’s data was collected during our collaborative writing sessions
conducted at my house in Tokyo, Japan, over a two year period. At the time of data
collection, Satoko was a 24-year-old university student living in Tokyo. We had 17
sessions in total over eight months, with approximately a two-month summer break in
the middle, during which Satoko visited her home town in China. Each session lasted
approximately 60 to 90 minutes, and was tape-recorded and transcribed. (A sample of
transcriptions of writing sessions is included in Appendix C.) | took notes during the
session, and immediately after each session, I wrote my log mostly in Japanese. | made
notes on our interaction, on what we did, what and how we talked, on Satoko’s reaction,

and on my impressions and interpretations.

The contents of writing sessions were not pre-determined, and Satoko was free to
choose what and how she would write. It is important to note that she did not write her
autobiography in response to my request of “Please tell me your life story”. Rather, she
took an initiative to decide the genres and the topics on which she wanted to write. As
will be described in Chapter 4, Satoko first chose to write a book report of a popular
autobiographical novel by a Japanese writer. Within that autobiography, she found
parallels with her own school experiences, and her book report writing transformed into
an autobiographical writing of her own. Satoko, then, wrote her autobiographical

narrative, which consisted of recounts of her childhood experiences in China in 1980s.

One of the important choices that Satoko made was about the language used in writing

her story. She chose to write her story in her second language, Japanese, for a
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Japanese-speaking readership. Her choice involved narrating past experiences which
had been originally experienced in L1 in another language. To put it in another way, she
lived her life in one language and wrote about it in another. The significance of
re-languaging one’s autobiographical narrative became the central issue to be explored

in this study.

Each writing session proceeded as follows. Satoko prepared her written draft at home
prior to the session. Our writing session began with the reading of Satoko’s new draft to
clarify her ideas, edit surface errors (grammar, Chinese characters and Japanese
orthography, vocabulary) and work on an overall structure, as Satoko aimed to improve
her Japanese writing. Satoko redrafted and handed in her revision the following week. I
collected and made photo-copies of all of her drafts and the final version of her written
autobiographical narrative for data, while Satoko kept her original hand-written texts.
All together, she produced fifteen pieces of written text. (A sample of these texts is
included in Appendix B.) Upon the completion of our writing sessions, and on Satoko’s
initiative, we decided to compile her written texts focusing on her childhood memories
in China as a booklet titled “An album of my heart” (Kokoro no arubamu) with her
photos on the cover page taken at her Chinese primary school. We sent out ten copies of
her booklet to Satoko’s ex-teachers, who had supported her in different stages of her life,
to share her life story. Her written narratives then provided the basis for construction of

Satoko’s story at the first stage of narrative analysis.

The data which | collected during writing sessions were of two kinds: one is the record
of observable writing practices, or what was being done, and the other is insider

accounts of how participants understood and reflected on what was being done
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(Baynham, 2000). These insider accounts provide “a way into the subjectivity of
literacy practices, into understanding how participants construct what they do according
to which ideologies and values, which historical trajectories, as well as what kind of
self-presentation or identity work they are currently engaged in”” (Baynham, 2000, p.
100). Satoko’s reflections and her views on writing were collected during writing

sessions through our dialogue.

After our writing sessions finished, | conducted follow-up interviews twice to reflect on
our collaborative writing experiences. Each interview was semi-structured, and
tape-recorded and transcribed. (Excerpts of transcriptions of these interviews in
Japanese are included in Appendix D.) The first interview was conducted immediately
after the writing sessions at a restaurant in Tokyo. Interview questions included Satoko’s
motives for writing autobiographical narrative, her attitude toward writing, her sense of
intended audience, what writing meant to her, and her reactions toward the correction
and editing of her texts. The second interview was conducted seven months later at
Satoko’s house after she had graduated from university and had married. Interview
guestions addressed her life change (graduation, marriage), choice of her partner, and

her reflections on our writing sessions.

In addition to the above-mentioned primary data, supplementary data, which were
collected outside the initial data collection period, were also used because they
contained important information relevant to Satoko’s life history. As | had taught Satoko
for two years in junior college, | was able to recall how she had spent her time as a
student. With her permission, | also collected her academic writings from that time. |

did not have direct access to Satoko’s experiences prior to her junior college days.
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However, I listened to Satoko’s retrospective accounts of her childhood memories in
China followed by her family’s relocation to Japan. I also listened to the story about
Satoko from her ex-JSL (Japanese as a second language) teacher in her secondary
school. Lastly, Satoko’s story is not solely her individual story, but that of her family in
a particular socio-historical setting, which caused her migration from China to Japan. In
chapter 4, her story is contextualised with reference to relevant historical background

information.

3.2.4 The second layer of narrative construction and analysis:
Configuring data into a story

The purpose of the second layer of analysis was, based on primary data, to construct, as
a form of narrative, wholistic descriptions of the diachronic development of language
learners/uses with regard to their long-term engagement with plural languages. In so
doing, I sought to identify transitional stages of becoming bilingual and particular key

incidents in our learning histories that triggered significant change.

As described earlier, the second layer of analysis involved “the procedure through
which the researcher organizes the data elements into a coherent developmental
account” (Polkinghorne, 1995, p. 15). The major part of the research outcome, then, was
an emplotted narrative that integrates and gives meaning to the elements of life stories.
The configuration of data into a story involved recursive movement from parts to whole
that follows the principles of the hermeneutic circle described in section 1. The basic
methodological framework of narrative configuration of my study was drawn from the

literature of Bruner (1991, 1996), in particular that of the hermeneutic circle, and
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Polkinghorne (1995). Polkinghorne (1995, p. 15) describes the purpose and the process

of narrative analysis as follows.

The purpose of narrative analysis is to produce stories as the outcome of the
research. The data elements required for this production are diachronic
descriptions of events and happenings. Narrative analysis composes these
elements into a story. The researcher begins with questions such as " how did
this happen?" or "Why did this come about?" and searches for pieces of
information that contribute to the construction of a story that provides an
explanatory answer to the questions.

The configuration of data into a story took the following steps in my study.

1. The first step was to arrange the longitudinal data elements chronologically. | made
chronological tables for both Satoko and me by indicating major life events, formal

education, work experience, and also language/literacy learning events.

2. The next step was to make connections between an individual’s (auto)biography and
language learning history. This involved identifying the sequence of transitional stages
from the perspective of language/literacy learning and use, and also identifying key
events that triggered change (for instance, migration, study abroad). Special attention
was given to the consequence of border crossing experiences, both linguistic and

geographical.

3. Turning chronology into narrative
The third step was the writing of the story. This implied turning chronology into

narrative. Writing began with the construction of the plot outline. Plot means the
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storyline of the narrative: in other words, it is the logic that runs through the whole
narrative (Somers & Gibson, 1994). Without plot, the story becomes a mere collection
of records of past and present events. Narrative researchers “collect descriptions of
events and happenings and synthesize or configure them by means of a plot into a story”
(Polkinghorne, 1995, p. 12). Polkinghorne (1995, p. 18) suggests the following process

for plot development:

the configuration process often begins with the story’s ending or denouement.
By specifying the outcome, the researcher locates a viewing point from which
to select data events necessary for producing the conclusion. ....From its
conclusion, the researcher retrospectively views the data elements in order to
link them into a series of happenings that led to the outcome.

When this process was applied to my research data, our collaborative writing sessions
deserve special attention as a major turning point for both Satoko and me. I organized
the events of the data along a before-after continuum using collaborative writing
sessions as a point of reference. As a result, the story developed a beginning, middle,
and end. The beginning part is our life stories and language/literacy learning
experiences already possessed prior to the writing sessions, which we had brought to the
site of collaborative writing. The middle part is collaborative writing sessions
themselves. I wrote a “writing story’ specifically for this literacy event.
“Writing-stories” (L. Richardson, 2000, p. 931) are “narratives about the writing process
itself”, and also “about contexts in which the writing is produced”. Finally, the end part
IS our change as a result of participation in collaborative writing sessions. In this way
narrative analysis in my study synthesizes a series of events into stories of how Satoko

and | were becoming bilingual writers through collaborative writing experience.
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It is important to note that in the process of configuring data into a story, there was a
major shift between languages. That is, | collected the data in one language and then
analysed and presented that analysis in a different language. In my autobiographical
study, my original data sources, such as diaries, were written primarily in Japanese.
These L1-based data were configured into my narrative through the medium of English
for an English-speaking readership. For Satoko’s biographical study, her primary data,
such as her written autobiographical narratives, were also written in Japanese. However,
Satoko’s autobiographical narratives were reconstructions of her experiences that had
been originally experienced in her first language (Chinese) through the medium of her
second language (Japanese). Based on these data, I wrote about Satoko’s story through
the medium of a third language (English). Thus, Satoko’s narratives have been doubly
translated from Chinese to Japanese by her, then to English by me, to appear in the final
research text. In other words, Satoko’s narratives crossed and recrossed cultural and
linguistic borders. This double-translation task often presented challenges, and made me
conscious of the role of translation in cross-linguistic research. | discuss the issue of

translation later in this chapter.

4. Lastly, | compared and contrasted the stories of Satoko and me to search for

similarities and differences in patterns of becoming bilingual.

Outcomes of the analysis described above enabled the construction of the two narratives

presented in Chapter 4.
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3.2.5 The third layer of analysis: Identifying themes and issues

The third layer of analysis drew on both the primary data and the constructed narratives
presented in Chapter 4 to reflect further on what it means to become bilingual. The
process of data analysis was primarily thematic analysis (Ezzy, 2002), in which the unit
of analysis was the whole life story of an individual, and the focus of analysis was more
on the content than on the form of narrative. The processes of data analysis involved
reading and re-reading both the primary data and the constructed narratives to search for

recurrent themes, topics, and issues concerning what it meant to become bilingual.

The third layer of analysis proceeded in the following way.

1. Firstly I identified important themes for each individual, for Satoko and myself

individually. Lists of themes are provided below.

Important themes for My story

e Transfer from L2 to L1 of my academic writing skills

e My dual identities in two different academic communities

e Old timer and expert, at the same time novice writer

e Became conscious of L1 literacy background

o Writing become a mediation of social participation and identity construction

e To establish visibility

e Bilingual strategies, reading books in translation first

o Different views of L2 learners by Cook

¢ Difficulties of PhD writing, difficulty is in feeling comfortable with the
self-image with which I wish to identify

e Aroom without a mirror

o Difficulty of establishing an identity as a bilingual writer

e What is lost in writing in L1, writing bilingually as a positioning strategy
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e Bilingual writer’s responsibility

o Code-switcher is a rhetorical power player

e Lost and found in translation

e moving from L1to L2 ->moving between L1 and L2

e Becoming able to write in English in English speaking context ->
becoming able to write in English in Japanese speaking context

Narrating and reconstructing the self in research and writing

Important themes for Satoko’s story

e | am different

e Either China or Japan / either Chinese or Japanese

e Chinese language/Japanese language

e Reading and writing

e Neither nor

e Bothand

e Returnee from China

e Lack of confidence in Japanese

e I don’t know things the average Japanese students do
e Visiting China

e  Family, relatives

e Teachers

e Ms O (Satoko’s ex-JSL teacher in junior high school)
e Japanese schools

e Future

e  Chinese dumplings

e  Childhood memories of China

e Japanese language teaching class (in junior college)
e Marriage

e Child

2. Secondly, I sought common themes and patterns of becoming bilingual across the two

individuals.

Major shared themes emerging from two stories
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e Co-construction of autobiographical narrative

e Social interaction

e Choice of language

e Continuous translation between L1 and L2

e Significance of writing stories (as opposed to telling stories)

e ldentity transformation through narrative

e Prolepsis

e Sense of loss and recovery

e Close connection between life story and language learning story
e What can narrative do?

3. Thirdly, I attempted to identify several categories of learners’ change from the shared
themes and topics between Satoko and me. My particular interest was to identify
multiple aspects of learners’ change in terms of learning and using plural languages.
After scanning the data several times, I identified four different categories of learners’
change: control of language, affect, social interaction, and identity transformation. In
addition, three recurring themes were identified: border crossings, translation and the

role of written autobiographical narrative.

4. Fourthly, I used different coloured post-it stickers to mark each example for different
categories and themes on the page of printed version of two learners’ stories. Then I
sorted these examples according to the categories with the electronic version of learners’

stories.

5. Finally after I identified major themes, | sought to identify an overarching theme of
what it means to become bilingual. | found that the metaphor of translation provided a
central focus around which all the other themes could be located. It also provided the
central ‘story’ of my research report and the major argument that | developed to account
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for multiple aspects of learners’ change. Based on the major outcomes from the third

layer of analysis, | wrote Chapter 5.

3.3 Challenges of narrative inquiry

Despite the opportunities in my research offered by narrative inquiry, a number of
challenges emerged. These include validation of narrative inquiry, ethical considerations,
and the issue of telling someone else’s story across languages through translation. I

elaborate the challenges in the following sections.

3.3.1 Ensuring trustworthiness in narrative inquiry

In narrative inquiry as in other qualitative research, the question of validation has been
much debated (Bell, 2002; Clandinin & Connelly, 2000; Mishler, 1990; Polkinghorne,
1988; Riessman, 1993). The prevailing conceptions of validation, such as validity and
reliability, and procedures for validation are largely based on an experimental
/quantitative model, which relies on realist assumptions (Riessman, 1993). However,
qualitative researchers have long been aware that this model is largely irrelevant to their
concerns and problems (Mishler, 1990; Riessman, 1993). As Nunan (1992, p. 10)
contends, qualitative and quantitative approaches “represent different ways of thinking
about and understanding the world around us”. Thus, “the debate