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Figure 6. Victoria and Kyr: Collage and Smooch. 

Theme 1: Relationship Writing 

Much of the writing shared between Kyr and Victoria focused on the relationship. 

In one shared correspondence, Victoria wrote to Kyr about how much she loved him 

and the relationship and how she was looking forward to their future together:  

I just wanted to say that I love you. … You and I love each other, we are going to 

get married, and raise a wonderful family. Those are the most important things 

and we agree. … You really do complete me and make me a better person.  

As a researcher, I couldn’t help but wonder if this was directly linked to their 

youthfulness. Their budding relationship, as seen in their writing, was all that they 

seemed to care to write about. And perhaps with youth on their side, this relationship 
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was the best and maybe the only topic to discuss. It certainly held their interest and 

occupied each and every written exchange. Thus, as the youngest members in this 

research endeavor, it is interesting to note that the theme of relationship writing was, by 

far, the most dominant theme throughout Kyr and Victoria’s missives. Equally important 

to note, the writing was not always about the magical moments within their relationship 

but also about the trying times.   

A subtheme under “relationship writing,” and one that was unique to the writing 

shared between Kyr and Victoria, is conflict conciliation. Through writing, Kyr and 

Victoria made up and took time to share their afterthoughts about conflicts, 

disagreements or misinterpretations. As their writing indicates, these conflicts were 

extinguished through writing about the relationship, their love of the relationship and 

usually, an apology. In one instance, Kyr wrote: “I’m really sorry how yesterday turned 

out. I know you wanted more romance and I failed to give it to you. But even though we 

fight sometimes, I think we still have one of the strongest relationships around.” 

Similarly, Victoria, addressing her email to “Poooooooookie,” wrote:  

I am terribly sorry for getting upset at you yesterday. I realize now (thanks to my 

Mom) that I don’t know where I will be 10 years from now and what my finances 

will be like. I can tell you what I would like to happen and hope that you feel the 

same way, but I shouldn’t get into fights about things that aren’t even here yet 

and might not be a problem in the future. 

Both Kyr and Victoria shared much of their frustrations with their relationship 

through their writing. Writing seems to have served as a venue for relationship 

discussion as much as it serves as location for relationship reconciliation for them. 
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Theme 2: Reflective Writing 

As noted earlier, Kyr and Victoria shared writings titled, “The Adventures of 

Victoria Anne and Kyriakos Kelly.” Throughout these missives, which are mostly in 

email form, both Victoria and Kyr looked back on the experiences they have shared 

together; they looked back on their relationship. In one installment, Kyr wrote:  

Alright [sic], so just as I promised, here is tonight’s installment of The Adventures 

of Victoria ANNE (with an E) and Kyriakos Kelly. This moment takes place at the 

end of spring semester after my finals were finally done.  

Kyr went on to discuss the fights they were having and the stress they were both 

experiencing due to their distance and school. He then recalled when the opportunity 

finally arose for them to see each other: “I had finally gotten home around 12, and I 

remember just unpacking my stuff as quickly as possible so that I could hurry on over to 

your house (because we both know that I don’t like to drive in the dark.” 

  In addition to these suitably named reflections, both Kyr and Victoria spent ample 

time in their writing looking back at their relationship as they sought to appreciate the 

value their relationship held for each of them. Kyr wrote to Victoria at the close of her 

junior year: 

I just wanted to give you this card to congratulate you on making it through a 

tough year. I know it wasn’t easy for you or for us as a couple at some points. 

You dealt with the worst roommate of all time and a major change and you 

should be commended for that. I know we had our bumps in the road this year 

(many of them being my fault) but I found out this year that we can make it 

through pretty much anything . . .  
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While not a dominant theme in their correspondences, the couple did take time in 

their writing to look back, cultivating their current relationship.  

Theme 3: Benevolent Writing 

Through the process of “making up” or tending to their disputes, Kyr and Victoria 

shared much kindness in their writing. Each member of this extracurricular writing 

relationship took time in writing to compliment the other. Kyr referred to Victoria as an 

intelligent, hard-working woman. Victoria referred to Kyr as loving and funny—someone 

who makes her laugh. They reconciled often in their writing and shared unkind words 

but did not argue in their writing. Their shared kindness was often to mend what 

appeared to be broken. Both Kyr and Victoria offered encouraging words about school 

and life; for the most part, all discussions focued on their relationship.  

In this card from Kyr to Victoria, the focus was on the relationship itself: 

Hey Hunny Bunny, 

Just wanted to give you this card to say that I Love You! Im trying to get on the 

right track to WOO you haha, and I figured that a card with cats (cause you love 

them so much!) would be a great start. You are the best girlfriend ever and “I 

Could Not Ask For More” (our song). 

In a letter from Victoria to Kyr, Victoria wrote: 

Kyr, 

Sorry if my handwriting is a little messy/shakey [sic], I’m getting emotional 

already. My love for you grows everyday. You really are my best friend. I’m 

always learning new things about you. By the weird twist of fate, we’re together, 
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and couldn’t be happier. I’m so glad we’re together. I know we can make it 

through anything. 

Victoria signed the letter: 

Always 

Your cuddle bug, 

Victoria (drawn heart) 

Theme 4: Amusement Writing 

In general, this couple’s writing reflected a somewhat serious tone with threads of 

occasional laughter. The cards they shared tended to be humorous in nature, and Kyr 

and Victoria seemed to enjoy using pet names for each other. Ironically, they did not do 

this throughout the interviews—only in writing did I see this. Kyr’s self-described 

nicknames were “Bear,” “Tiger,” “Bunny,” or “the Greatest Boyfriend Ever.” Kyr called 

Victoria “Hunny Bunny,” “Bugga Boo,” and “Hunny.” Victoria signed her cards “Little 

Terd” and addressed cards to Kyr as “Terd with Corn” and “Babe.” She also signed 

cards “Victoria,” “the Good Girl,” “Polish Princess,” “Cuddle Bug,” and “Tori.”  

As well, Kyr liked to share entertaining YouTube videos with Victoria.  

Theme 5: Everyday Writing 

 Everyday writing is the theme that least captured what Kyr and Victoria 

exchanged in their writing. They wrote about everyday events infrequently. As noted 

previously, this couple, more often than not, wrote about their relationship—even 

creatively. For example, this electronic letter from Kyr to Victoria has no opening 

greeting:  
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Alright so just as I promised, here is tonight’s installment of the Adventures of 

Victoria ANNE (With an E) and Kyr Kelly. This moment takes place at the end of 

spring semester after my finals were finally done. We had gone three weeks 

without seeing each other again, and it was really starting to wear on us because 

we had really been fighting a lot. .  

The letter moves on describing a creative nonfictional account of their relationship.  

Conflict and Courtship: The (Re)Telling of Kyr and Victoria’s Story 

 Couples co-create and re-create their memories while sharing about their 

relationship, and Kyr and Victoria fit this pattern. Victoria and Kyr spent a great deal of 

time sharing the story of how they first met and how their relationship developed. The 

courting for this young couple was an enormous part of their lived past and they saw it 

as the foundation for the relationship’s strength. The courting was filled with ups and 

down, misunderstandings, missed phone calls, and even break-ups and remained a 

topic that appeared over and over again in much of their correspondences. In our first 

interview and throughout almost the entire first interview, Kyr and Victoria together told 

the story of their courting, using their writings to help recall the details. As they told the 

story, they laughed, they argued, they seemed visibly annoyed at times, and most 

notably, they co-created and re-created the memory of saying goodbye at the end of 

high school—the event that marked the beginning of their writing, according to the 

couple. 

Kyr: Before I go to school she hangs out with me at night, the night I 

was suppose to hang out with Sarah, and that was the day before 

I’m leaving. I could just tell she was sad.  
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Victoria: It was hard.  

Kyr: She had a sad look about her. I was thinking why is she sad? We 

don’t have a relationship; I’m not her boyfriend. Why is she sad?  

You could just tell. She wasn’t really ready admitting it, but you 

could see that she was sad. I go off to school and my first weekend 

up there and I’m at a party and I text her and she’s with her friend 

Renee and you could tell. 

Victoria: Because he was a little happy that night.   

Kyr: You were talking about me? 

Victoria: I was talking about you and I got a text from him saying about the 

drink Everclear. I don’t like alcohol, gross alcohol, and I didn’t even 

know what it was.  

Kyr:  (Laughs, nods) 

Victoria: That’s how naïve I was going into college. He said, “I just took a 

shot of this Everclear and it was the worst thing ever.” So my friend 

and I were looking up Everclear because we didn’t know what it 

was. I told her I didn’t know why he was texting me. 

Kyr: I’m sorry to interrupt, a real quick side note, she texted to me when 

I got to Penn State and did say, “Hey good luck at Penn State.” 

Victoria: No, no. 

Kyr: Yes, you did.  

Victoria: No, that was the night before you were at the hotel. 

Kyr: Yeah, you said, “Hey…” 
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Victoria: But this was the next night. 

Kyr: Yeah. 

Victoria: But it was nice to say good luck. 

Kyr: Yeah, but she did send the first text. 

Victoria: No, but that was good luck. Technically you weren’t at school. 

Kyr: No, that still counts. She also had me add her on Skype so we 

could talk when I would get to school. So she initiated that we were 

going to continue talking by saying, “Hey, get Skype on your 

computer so that we can talk.” 

Victoria: But it was only going to be like every once in a while. It wasn’t 

going to be all the time.   

Kyr: I think subconsciously you wanted to be more often than every 

once in a while. So that was the first really major communication 

between us once we get to school.  

In telling the story of how they said goodbye prior to attending college, Kyr and 

Victoria revisited the memory together and in doing so, re-created it: they built the 

memory together and gained new knowledge about their relationship. Throughout the 

course of our interviews, Kyr and Victoria told many stories about the nature of writing 

within their relationship—what led to it, how it evolved, what it meant to them—and 

many stories were told in tandem.  

The questions that the couples shared with one another through the interview 

process seemed to propel the interviews forward. As was the case with both Angie and 

Michael and Claudia and Mark, Kyr and Victoria used questions to help each other 



171 

 

describe what it’s like to be and write within an extracurricular writing relationship. 

These questions seemed to not only assist them in building their narrative past but also 

helped them to construct meaning together, to build new knowledge through the telling 

of their story. In this dialogical vignette, Kyr and Victoria were asked to tell me the story 

of how they met. Kyr began and then immediately asked Victoria to help him tell the 

story.  

Kyr: All right, well technically we met. We started first talking a lot in 8th 

grade because we had a computer class together and Tori was all, 

I was awestruck with her. Longtime boyfriend Jason Hitchberg lives 

in Freeport, he did no wrong. That was Victoria’s first love and then 

we really didn’t start talking a lot until senior year because we had 

8th period English together. I’m not going to lie, I use to flirt with 

Tori a lot in 8th period, even if she didn’t like it.   

Victoria: (laughter) 

Kyr: Do you care to add something? 

Victoria: No, you know. 

It should be noted, however, that with Kyr and Victoria, there were decidedly 

fewer questions asked compared to the other two couples in the study. Perhaps this 

was because of their youth. Similarly, Kyr and Victoria relied more on my presence to 

prompt them in their endeavor to share their lived experiences as members of an 

extracurricular writing relationship.   

As Kyr and Victoria co-created their extracurricular writing relationship, I noticed 

they argued more than the other couples. I cannot specifically attribute this to any one 
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specific variable. As noted earlier, two central variables that could have played a role 

were their age and the length of the relationship—20 months. These variables could 

very well have affected the confidence that the two members had in the relationship, 

their ability to reflect deeply on the relationship, and their understanding of the 

relationship itself—then and now. Retrospection and well as introspection, whether 

individually or collaboratively created, requires some level of mature thought, and it 

would be my guess that both Kyr and Victoria’s youth played a pivotal role in the way 

they co-created their stories, the form through which the stories were conveyed and the 

knowledge that was ultimately gained through the experience. Nonetheless, in addition 

to argumentative, albeit playful, relationship banter, Kyr and Victoria would compliment 

each other subtly, as well as share secrets from the past and words of encouragement. 

Here is an example that highlights an exchange of encouragement and kindness:  

Victoria: I’m a very old fashioned person, so I wanted that exchange of 

letters and that type of romantic thing. That’s what the goal was. So 

I was sending it hoping I would receive in some sense. 

Kyr: I did it in a different way.  

Victoria: Aw. 

Kyr: I did it through the computer.  

Victoria: In the beginning I was trying too hard and he wasn’t trying hard 

enough.  

Kyr: She was coming on strong. But she always gave her heart. 

Victoria: I was, because that’s what I wanted.   
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As stated above, Kyr and Victoria shared the story of their extracurricular writing 

relationship often through dialoging in and out of disagreements. Ironically, these 

disagreements in the telling of their relationship seemed to mirror the way the 

relationship was formed, the way it was and is cultivated, and how it evolved. It can be 

posited that Kyr and Victoria seemed to thrive within a writing relationship marked with 

disagreements and humorous jabbing. In the following excerpt from their first interview, 

Kyr and Victoria were talking about pet names they had for each other and the use of 

pet names in their writing with each other: 

Kyr: My roommates used to make fun of me for it because she told them 

about it and then they started to make fun of me for it. Polish Nail.   

Victoria: Polish Nail and Greek Hammer, that’s was our, these were 

roommates. I think Ricky probably… 

Kyr: Yeah, Rick started calling her the Polish Nail.   

Victoria: The names kind of change. Like right now… 

Kyr: You never call me Pookie. 

Victoria: Pookie from the wanted poster. I don’t know why I called you 

Pookie. It was like on the first one I sent you. Because they go back 

from our freshman year. There’s like 600 messages.  

Kyr: Babe. The biggest thing I use in real life are Babe and Honey.  

Victoria: Not Honey. [Audible] Ugh. 
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Victoria was very annoyed with Kyr during this exchange and then they quickly 

and rather happily moved onto the next topic, writing and saying, “I love you,” when 

another small squabble erupted: 

Victoria: Yes, I want to like, come on, we’re dating, not liking. The next 

phase was I love you, and he wasn’t saying it.  

Kyr: I never said I love you.  

Victoria: And I was being so upset because I wanted, because I felt that and 

wanted him to feel that and I was like it’s been six months he 

should start feeling that.  

Kyr: [Audible] UGH. 

Victoria: Like, come on, come on. 

Through these narratives marked with minor squabbles, Kyr and Victoria shared 

stories of pet names and of first “I love yous”. In their experience, it seemed that playful 

bantering and disagreements brought discussions about their writing to life—giving it 

new life.   

  



175 

 

Reflection 7 

Throughout my time as a doctoral student, there was no drafted argument, no 

research project, and no academic presentation that didn’t begin with the personal, and 

this research endeavor is no exception. Within the academy, it certainly wasn’t the norm 

and maybe it still isn’t, but it was the only way I could make sense of spending an 

unbelievable amount of time with my head in a book or with my fingers dancing across a 

keyboard.  

I can recall one of my early presentations as a student of composition; I wrote 

about the language of silence, about by brother’s suicide, about the silence one endures 

in surviving a suicide. Presenting my findings to the class, the film I had created moved 

forward on its own, slide after slide. I couldn’t utter a word as the pictures of my brother 

streamed intensely forward on the screen capturing his story, my story, the story of his 

life, its tragic end and then the deafening, lonely silence. The class was captivated. 

Some wept. Throughout most of the eight-minute presentation, I stood, bent over, 

crouched behind the podium, weeping, hiding. At the close, after the final picture of my 

brother and me flashed across the screen and the references streamed by, I wiped my 

eyes, stood barely tall and hoped my voice would find me. I couldn’t speak. Luckily, my 

professor asked my peer colleagues if there were any questions. There were none. 

Sweet relief. My professor then asked me if I had purposefully remained silent to convey 

my point, if the silence was part of my presentation, my plan all along: I wiped my eyes 

one last time and muttered, Absolutely. 

Later that night, my professor emailed me and thanked me for a touching 

presentation. He told me it was unforgettable. His comment, his sentiment, was 
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unforgettable. As well, I received numerous supportive emails from classmates. Their 

writings conveyed love and gratitude. I wrote each and every one of them back. Of no 

surprise, however, we never spoke of my presentation again—not in class, nor out over 

coffee or with a beer in hand. It was only in writing where we shared such warmth about 

such a complicated, personal matter. I will never forget that presentation. I will never 

forget those shared letters, shared words, and I will never forget that all good research 

begins with what we love.  

This reflection illustrates the personal nature of this research endeavor, as well 

as the role writing can play between individuals. It punctuates the very idea that writing 

often gives us our voice when our ability or our availability is lost. It is writing that 

provides passage for communication, for cultivation. It was my very own writing 

relationship, an out-of-school writing relationship with my daughter and with my 

husband that was the impetus for this study. As well, we know that writing is a vehicle 

for learning; it is a socially-constructed activity. In thinking about the previous reflection, 

it wasn’t until my peer colleagues emailed me that I truly was able to process the 

experience of my own silence in coping with my brother’s suicide—its effect on me and 

the knowledge that was conveyed and acquired. Likewise, the creation of the 

presentation itself—formulating the research question, gathering the information, 

collecting the photos, deconstructing, constructing and reconstructing the story and 

systematically shaping all the information in a way that my peers could process the 

information—helped me make sense of this lived experience.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

A PHENOMENOLOGICAL REFLECTION: UNDERSTANDING THE ESSENCE OF 

THE EXTRACURRICUAR WRITING RELATIONSHIP 

Tobin (1993) inspired the following questions: What is the nature of an 

extracurricular writing relationship? Have “out-of-school” writing experiences been 

adequately unpacked, and are writing teachers making enough of a connection between 

in and out of school writing experiences? These questions thus became the impetus—

the heart of my dissertation study—and its central research question: What is the lived 

experience of writing within an extracurricular writing relationship? As ancillary to this 

question, I asked: How do couples within extracurricular writing relationships make 

sense of their experiences and the knowledge co-constructed through those 

experiences?  

In sorting through the pages of transcribed data, the pre-interview 

questionnaires, the epistles, the hand-drafted sticky notes, the birthday, Valentine’s Day 

and conciliatory cards, as well as the interview notes, I learned that the lived 

experiences of individuals involved in extracurricular writing relationships can be 

thematically portrayed. These themes provide common threads between the couples; 

they can be described as common denominators but certainly do not mark sameness. 

More clearly, “themes” are topics, ideas, or maxims; as posited by van Manen (1990), 

they are experiential structures that help the researcher extract interpretative elements 

through story. They are simplifications of a lived experience; they are never the 

experience, as the storytellers are within a state of retrospection while also in a constant 

state of introspection, revising and recreating their past and present realities.  
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Further, the themes I identified that best address these research questions are 

broad observations about extracurricular writing relationships that stem from watching, 

listening and taking note; they are what I have learned—statements derived from an 

amalgamation of the interviews, the interview notes, the epistles, and all shared writing. 

In particular, identified themes were generated through a line-by-line analysis of the field 

data by selecting dialogical sentences, phrases and anecdotal vignettes that are 

thematic of the experience of writing within an extracurricular writing relationship. I 

examined what it means to be a writer within an extracurricular writing relationship by 

analyzing selected pieces of the couples’ stories and their statements.  

The Nature of the Extracurricular Writing Relationship: A Broad Landscape 

 Much like a photographer capturing a mood, the researcher, at best, can only 

represent a given phenomenon through her articulation of themes as well as through 

the sharing of these themes. Van Manen (1990) recommended using recognized 

themes as a starting point for conversation with participants in the study. Throughout 

the interview process, these co-constructed themes often served as catalysts for 

conversation among the participants.  

The lived experience of writing within an extracurricular writing relationship, the 

nature of a writing relationship, why it occurs, how it is cultivated, and for how long it 

occurs is complex and context-driven. Lived experience, according to van Manen 

(1990), “is the breathing of meaning” (p. 36). Lived experience, an experience described 

as a phenomenon by phenomenologists, is one that is recognized through 

retrospection. In other words, by giving memory to the lived experience of writing within 

a relationship, meaning can be assigned to this phenomenon. Bruner (1987) further 
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reminded us that narratives provide structure to experience; stories help us to make 

sense of our lived experiences and “build the very events of a life” (p. 15). Thus, it is 

through the couples’ stories where certain maxims emerged, helping to define these 

relationships. Stories, co-constructed by the couples themselves both in writing and 

through oral story, have taught us that in some extracurricular writing relationships: 

1. Proximity plays an important role  

2. A lack of proximity allocates more time and “abstract” space for intimacy 

3. Writing to a partner is fun, enjoyable, and brings happiness both to the writer and 

to the receiver of the writing 

4. The content, tone, and purpose of the writing shifts as the relationship changes 

through time 

5. Individuals within the writing relationship have had experiences outside the 

relationship with writing, and these experiences were positive and/or instructive 

6. Routines occur that revolve around writing 

7. Rites of passage within the relationship can cause a shift in the amount of writing 

that takes place 

8. Writing fortifies the relationship, even if the amount and type of writing evolves 

through time 

The Lived Experience of Writing Within an Extracurricular Writing Relationship 

There are a variety of topics about which the couples wrote. The tone, subject 

and genre of the missives shifted in various directions, without notice, and with the 

evolving nature of the relationship. A phenomenon such as writing within a relationship 

outside of school is as unique as the relationship itself. How can we describe the nature 
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of what it’s like to write within an extracurricular writing relationship? What can the 

writing reveal? The writing itself has tremendous phenomenological value as it allows us 

to connect to the life situation of “extracurricular writing within a relationship” as it was 

stamped in time; the letters have provided preservation of the “former.” They illuminated 

the story of a lived situation—the feelings, the emotions and the events that took place 

as the correspondences were written.  

Throughout my examination of the three couples’ correspondences, I asked 

myself, akin to van Manen’s (1990) phenomenological approach (p. 87), the following 

question: What is the meaning? In trying to understand the nature of what it means to 

write within the phenomenon known in this research study as the extracurricular writing 

relationship, I formulated five themes which are at best a simplification of an incredible 

amount of meaning. The five themes allowed for this experience to not only be 

understood but to be described. Capturing a lived experience is much like riding wave: 

each time you ride it, it’s different. The themes noted here provide structure, form, 

shape. It’s important to note, however, that the creation of themes have pedagogical 

purpose: we may learn and come to understand the lived experience about that which 

we inquire. Five themes emerged from an examination of the three couples involved in 

this study: Angie and Michael; Claudia and Marc; and Victoria and Kyr. And it is through 

their co-constructed, experiential stories—their letters, notes, cards and 

correspondence—that I identified thematic meaning. Recognized common themes 

illustrated what the couples wrote about, how they wrote and how they addressed each 

other, and thus shed light on the nature of writing within a writing relationship. However, 

as with the interpretation of all stories both phenomenologically and narratively, there is 



181 

 

no “one-size-fits-all” stance. Each relationship and each correspondence was unique 

and told its own story. Thus, to expound on the assigned themes, I let the writers and 

the writings speak for themselves.  

Indeed, there were five key themes that described the content of the writing 

shared between the couples in this study and thus, these themes addressed the 

question, What is the nature of writing within the extracurricular writing relationship? 

These five key themes were as follows: Relationship Writing, Reflective Writing, 

Benevolent Writing, Amusement Writing and Everyday Writing. I hope these themes 

helped to illustrate, in some way, the nature of the extracurricular writing relationship.  

To put it another way, the shared writing between members in an extracurricular 

writing relationship can be best described as: 

1. Relationship-oriented: Writing that focuses on the relationship 

2. Reflective: Writing that looks back in time and is introspective in nature 

3. Benevolent: Writing shared with the intent to compliment or to offer praise or 

encouragement 

4. Amusing: Writing that is entertaining in nature. This writing may seem humorous 

or untraditional (e.g., a funny picture within a card, an entertaining YouTube 

video inserted into an email, a homemade love test) 

5. Everyday: Writing that is about the commonplace (e.g., life events, day-to-day 

routines) 

Thus, through sharing storied vignettes found within the couples’ writings and by 

attempting to assign meaning through the allocation of themes that best portray what I 

encountered in the data, I gained a clearer understanding of the essence of the 
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extracurricular writing relationship and more specifically the lived experience of writing 

within an extracurricular writing relationship. 

The (Re)Telling of a Tale: Co-Constructing Meaning 

As ancillary to my primary research question, I sought to understand how 

couples within extracurricular writing relationships made sense of their experiences and 

the knowledge co-constructed through those experiences. This sociocultural lens 

through which I explored my primary research question and then further examined the 

field data I collected provided a framework for examining how a literacy practice such as 

writing within an extracurricular writing relationship is a socially, culturally and 

linguistically mediated literacy practice. Because this phenomenological study was 

informed by a sociocultural understanding of the way knowledge is constructed, it is 

important to reiterate that I believe that how couples shared their stories and what they 

learned about their lived experiences through storytelling is the collective construction of 

meaning. As stated by Kamberelis and Dimitriadis (2005), “people come to have [or 

make] knowledge” through their active engagement in the process of making meaning 

(pp. 13-14). Therefore, to irradiate the phenomenon of writing within an extracurricular 

writing relationship and how meaning is afforded through these co-constructed writing 

experiences, I have studied the writing couple in an extracurricular writing relationship 

as they shared their writing past through story. 

In order to best analyze the co-constructed stories as shared by the couples, I 

chose to utilize another narrative method of analysis: a dialogic narrative analysis 

whereby narratives were interpreted through themes and through how storytellers co-

construct their stories. As noted earlier in this study, numerous narrative modes of 
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analysis can be utilized to more succinctly engage not only what a story means but also 

how the meaning is informed by context. A narrative analysis, therefore, can employ 

more than one approach to understanding a story. As Riessman (2008) argued, a 

dialogic analysis looks at how a story is co-created. In examining how couples share 

their stories, I conducted a dialogical analysis. This brand of analysis, according to 

Riessman (2008), looks at both thematic and structural elements and “expands from 

detailed attention to a narrator’s speech—what it said and/or how it is said—to the 

dialogic environment in all its complexity” (p. 137). 

Something I did not predict when I began this research endeavor was how robust 

and textured the data would be in terms of the ways the couples told their stories and in 

what they learned about their lived experiences while storytelling. I had initially 

hypothesized that the couples would engage with me throughout the interviews and that 

my presence would create a certain kind of intrusion. This was not the case. I found that 

this area of the study, while ancillary, had a tremendous impact on not only the analysis 

of the field data but on the data itself. In fact, the question “How do couples within 

extracurricular writing relationships make sense of their experiences and the knowledge 

co-constructed through those experiences?” became the impetus to more copiously 

understand my primary question: What is the lived experience of writing within an 

extracurricular writing relationship? This lends credibility to the notion that a 

researcher’s lens is truly the filter through which she sees.  

Certainly, I turned to a phenomenological stance to gauge the meaning and 

make sense of this lived experience I was observing. Four central themes emerged 

from the data. The following themes emerged from my dialogical analysis addressing 
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the question, How do couples within extracurricular writing relationships make sense of 

their experiences and the knowledge co-constructed through those experiences?  

1. Couples co-create and re-create their memories while sharing about their 

relationship. 

2. Couples often ask each other questions to recall events in the past. 

3.  Couples, while storytelling, share compliments, secrets, feelings, and words of 

encouragement. 

4. Couples, while storytelling, participate in playful, banter-like behavior, disagree, 

as well as be humorous with each other.  

Pedagogical Implications and Future Directions  

Phenomenological inquiry informs us that research is undoubtedly pedagogically 

oriented. In other words, both our inquiry and our data-driven learned text needs to be 

pointed towards education in a way that we do not see the text as functioning for itself 

but rather as serving a greater purpose. Van Manen (1990) told us that to do “research, 

to theorize, is to be involved in the consideration of the text, the meaning of dialogic 

textuality and its promise of pedagogy—for pedagogic thinking, and acting in the 

company of children” (p. 151). And while the motivation for this study was personal, it 

was clear from the beginning that I am more than a mother who was involved in an 

extracurricular writing relationship; I am also a teacher, and with that comes an interest 

and a responsibility to both learn and teach. Thus, what pedagogical implications can be 

gleaned from this research study?  
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Informing In-School Literacy Practices 

 I would be remiss if I didn’t first return to Tobin’s text (1993), Writing 

Relationships; What Really Happens in the Composition Class. It was here that I was 

first introduced to “the writing relationship” and its connection to academia. Tobin wrote 

about writing in teacher-peer relationships marked with support and stimulation. It was 

Tobin who reiterated for me that much like the writing I did between friends and family, 

the writing in the classroom is largely relational as well. Collaborative writing can take 

many forms. Of course, Don Murray (1979) blazed this trail with his work on writing and 

conferencing in his article aptly titled, “The Listening Eye: Reflections on the Writing 

Conference.” 

And not long after him, Anne Ruggles Gere (1987) pioneered the idea that writing 

collaboratively, in groups, happens both in the academy and outside. The concept of 

writing together wasn’t new in this dissertation study, as the practice has had many 

titles: “writing groups, using the partner method, helping circles, collaborative writing, 

response groups, team writing, writing laboratories, teacherless writing classes, group 

inquiry technique the round table, editing sessions, writing teams, workshops, and peer 

tutoring” (p. XX). However, what Ruggles Gere described for us was the phenomena 

that writing collaboratively, in a relationship, with a goal in mind, existed beyond the 

academy, beyond school. And this shared writing was of value, instructional; it counted 

for something. It was writing that had a pedagogical history developed long before 

composition gained its rightful place in the academy. 

She wrote about the social dimension of writing, the involvement of human 

interaction and noted that writing doesn’t happen in isolation, though she did not negate 
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the idea of the solo author, as there is ebb and flow to our work as writers. Giving credit 

to educational theorists like James Moffett, Donald Murray, Ken Macrorie, and Ken 

Bruffee, who advocated for and theorized the social nature of contemporary writing 

groups, Ruggles Gere expanded the writing group territory beyond educational 

institutions. Later, she (1994) published an article with NCTE titled “Kitchen Tables and 

Rented Rooms: The Extracurriculum of Composition” in which she further punctuated 

the idea that when we theorize composition, we must expand our notion of where 

writing takes place. Location is to be considered, and the extracurricular should not be 

neglected.  

It was this piece about writing in the extracurricular that inspired me to think 

about how important writing is in our everyday lives. Thus, it seemed important to ask: 

given what we have observed about writing relationships taking place within the 

extracurricular, what can we transfer back into the academy or educational institution? 

Most importantly: writing is as much a tool for cultivating as for communicating; it can 

launch a relationship forward, and it can provide much needed nourishment. 

Everyday writing, the writing of informal pieces like letters or notes, has a place in 

the classroom if we deem our relationships with students to be paramount; as long as 

we want students to cultivate their own identities, this everyday writing is essential. 

Writing shared between two people provides a forum where stories can be exchanged, 

unpacked and understood. Letter-writing and its proxies like email, Twitter, and online 

messaging promote connectivity and through time, cultivation.  

With its inception in the in the field of nursing, narrative pedagogy considers the 

encounter of story exchange to be the point of learning. Indeed, as individuals reflect 
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upon and examine the narratives of their lives, the process of sharing this experience 

creates a robust learning occurrence for both the storyteller and the listener. In addition, 

storytelling in the classroom is a teaching tool. Using everyday writing as a tool for story 

exchange can promote this dialogue; the cumulative or patterned acts of written 

exchanges, like writing letters, are a developing story in itself.  

 What I learned from getting to know Angie and Mike, Claudia and Mark, and 

Victoria and Kyr, particularly through their stories about writing and through their 

writings, was that their shared writing was much more than an exchange of words; it 

was much more than communication between two individuals, and in many ways, more 

than the themes I’ve ascribed (a tool of cultivation, a mechanism for keeping in touch). 

The shared writing was the heart of the relationship; it was its nourishment. Much like a 

body needs water to survive, the writing for these couples aided in their survival. As I 

see it, the writings, which conveyed feelings on numerous subjects, were as much a 

part of their relationship as the feelings themselves.  

When I first began working on this dissertation, I was a doctoral student and a 

teaching assistant working with young writers. As I worked on the last few chapters of 

this study, many years later, more years later than I would like to admit, I worked as an 

English teacher in a high school. My position changed: the students are younger, the 

curriculum more diverse and the hours quite abundant. But one thing has remained 

consistent: the teacher-student relationship is paramount. Without trust in the 

classroom, without a strong connection between my students, and myself, the writing 

falls flat. One of my favorite things about teaching high school English is having time to 

spend with students; it is the time spent each day learning about their lives, figuring out 



188 

 

what makes them tick, and helping them to configure and reconfigure their goals that 

makes my teaching worthwhile to me. The writing, in many ways, is how I get to know 

them. Of course, we write for so many purposes: we write to persuade, to compare, to 

expose, to inform, to grow. In my classroom, for my students and for me, we write to 

cultivate our relationship. We write to nourish and to propel us forward.  

Future Research Possibilities  

 One of the greatest but most rewarding challenges for me was trying to process 

phenomenology as both an epistemological stance and a methodology. Wrapping my 

head around the concept of “essence” as described by Merleau-Ponty (1962) wasn’t as 

easy as it seemed given how popular the word is within our modern-day vernacular. In 

seeking to understand the nature of the lived experience of writing within the 

extracurricular writing relationship, I began to see the beauty of phenomenology as a 

means to access a point of curiosity. Van Manen (1990) captured it best when he wrote 

that phenomenological inquiry is “an artistic endeavor, a creative attempt to somehow 

capture a certain phenomenon of life in a linguistic description that is both holistic, and 

analytical, evocative and precise, unique and universal, powerful and sensitive” (p. 39). 

He went on to explain that an appropriate topic for a phenomenological inquiry would be 

one that questions the nature of a “certain way of being in the world” (pp. 39-40).  

What I always found so fascinating about phenomenology as a way of looking at 

and processing an inquiry was that there is no hunt for facts but rather a desire for 

description. The search for meaning, phenomenologically speaking, is an everyday 

event in which reflection evolves into clarification and then into explication. The meaning 

of each phenomenon is multi-dimensional; it has many layers and cannot easily be 
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defined. In addition, a phenomenological inquiry must begin with the researcher’s 

interests, and it is the researcher who must see the lived experience in question as a 

true phenomenon. This guides the inquiry, as does her own orientation or positionality.  

Thus, what I began to understand about phenomenology was that the research question 

and topic, the researcher, and the collected data all stood on equal ground: all 

experiences mattered. My lived experiences, the lived experience in question and the 

lived experiences of the couples in my study were all important to the outcome of this 

project. I didn’t fully understand this until close to the end—how all the pieces fit 

together and couldn’t function unless they fit equally. Phenomenology allows the 

subjects to speak for themselves, yet as a methodology, it also acknowledges that the 

lived experience is ascribed meaning by those who are experiencing it and by those 

inquiring about the phenomenon. 

The Nature of Sharing Feedback and Peer Response 

Moving forward, I see myself conducting a study of another lived experience that 

is capturing my attention at the moment: How does a student experience peer writing 

feedback? I am seeking to understand and describe the interactions that take place 

between students when they are engaged in the process of sharing writing. Re-reading 

Peter Elbow’s text, Everyone Can Write: Essays Toward a Hopeful Theory of Writing 

and Teaching (2000), got me thinking about the trust that students develop with each 

other through their writing and the sharing of their writing. In an early section within the 

text, Elbow wrote about the various steps one can take to make the experience of 

writing easier and better:  
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It also helps to trust our similarities with others and our connections to them, and 

to find links between our experiences and theirs. Indeed, it helps enormously to 

work with others—actually writing companionably with others (with tea and 

cookie breaks), and sharing and responding to each others’ writing in an 

atmosphere of trust and support. We can come to experience writing as a social, 

almost communal activity, rather than essentially lonely. (xv) 

Elbow’s sentiment, clearly linked in many ways to this research endeavor—the 

cultivation of trust within the writing relationship and the act of writing communally—

helps me to see that there is much to be observed about the experiences of student 

relationships in the writing classroom and the way writing functions within these 

relationships. 

Final Reflections 

Theoretical and Methodological Reflections 

 Choosing phenomenology and narrative as a means to understand and describe 

the nature of writing with the extracurricular writing relationship came with its own set of 

challenges. Without a doubt, researchers are always informed by a theoretical as well 

as a methodological framework. The methodological perspective by which I approached 

this study was phenomenological, in that I see the extracurricular writing relationship as 

an everyday lived experience or phenomenon, as well as narrative, in that I believe that 

we live storied lives—we make sense of our lived experiences through the telling and 

re-telling of stories. This sounds relatively simple, but initially, I was overwhelmed with 

the menu of possibility. More or less, I realized that I had to make a greater commitment 

to one over the other. It’s not that I didn’t understand the relationship of the two 
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methodologies, as this is clearly discussed in Chapter Three, but that the nuances of 

each theoretical approach and the mindset of how to think narratively or think like a 

phenomenologist had me befuddled. A phenomenologist thinks narratively, but a 

scholar who favors a storied approach to inquiry doesn’t always ponder the world 

seeking to better understand lived experience or the nature and meaning of something 

or a given phenomenon. There are many reasons why stories are collected, analyzed 

and illustrated, and it isn’t always to glean essence. Clearly, I chose phenomenology, 

but it was the nuances of each method of inquiry that both excited me and caused my 

head to spin.  

Here is what I know: an inquiry method is a way of researching a question: “The 

questions themselves and the way one understands the questions are the important 

starting points, not the method as such” (van Manen, 1990, p. 1). But method is 

organically connected to question, as questions are better answered when the method 

for inquiry simply makes interpretive sense. More importantly, the research approach 

one adopts “ought to maintain a certain harmony with the deep interest that makes one 

an educator (a parent or teacher) in the first place” (van Manen, 1990, p. 2). Van 

Manen’s phenomenological point of view, to do research questioning the way we 

experience the world and to seek to understand human phenomenon, is a philosophy 

that, in my opinion, is all-encompassing; it is a way of seeing, understanding and 

describing something that truly interests us. This research methodology can work in 

tandem with narrative, as a methodology (in fact, it has to), but to truly engage in 

phenomenological research, one must monogamously embrace phenomenology. To 

study the essence of something, to see something as a phenomenon, to seek to 
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understand what it means to be human through the study of a phenomenon, is truly 

unique to phenomenology. Stories give phenomenology life. Without story, a 

phenomenological researcher cannot gather essence, better understand the 

phenomenon or describe the phenomenon so that we can all learn about its humanity.  

Living the Phenomenological Life 

 Story is essential to phenomenological research and description, but 

phenomenology is a way of life, a way of living and of capturing meaning. When I think 

back to my first reading of Pagnucci’s (2004) Living the Narrative Life, I’m embarrassed 

to admit that I was confused by the concept of living the “narrative life.” I couldn’t figure 

out the inherent connection between research theory and life. Pagnucci shared that 

“when we live the narrative life, we learn to trust more in stories. We choose them more 

consciously, share them more eagerly, and preserve them more carefully” (p. 54). The 

Greek definition of “theory” means contemplation or a sight. A theory is a way we see 

the world; it is how we live in the world, and I imagine, if our theory is robust, it crosses 

the line between the professional and the personal, the abstract and the concrete, the 

self and the other. We are guided by theories; beliefs shape our habits and cross over, 

back and forth, into all walks of our life. Like Pagnucci lives the narrative life as a seeker 

and teller of stories, through this study and some of the methodological complications 

that occurred, I have realized that I ascribe to a phenomenological way of seeing and 

being in the world. This is my vantage point; it is how I see and make sense of the 

world. I do this through gathering and sharing stories. Phenomenological theory holds 

that there is much to be learned from our everyday experiences and that no two 

experiences are the same, just as no two individuals are the same. I ascribe to 
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phenomenology because it favors the everyday, the uniqueness of the individual, the 

story, the description of what something is like, and most of all, the humanity that we all 

crave to understand.  

A Change in My Lived Experience 

 Conducting and writing a dissertation is no easy task; it’s not pretty, and I was 

warned. I recall a member of my dissertation committee (who has since retired) telling 

me to kiss my three young children goodbye for a few years, plan a day each week to 

spend with my husband, and work, work, work or this “thing” will never get done. Each 

time we met, we always had what I liked to call “the warning” conversation, as he told 

me this more than once. Sitting in his office, I would nod and agree and think to myself, 

“yeah, right, I got this.” In other conversations with a different member of my dissertation 

committee, we would discuss all the people who simply never finish their dissertation. 

The ones who let the time slot for completion slip away, who would forever be NAME-

comma-ABD. And I remember saying with great confidence, “That will never be me” and 

even thinking, “How could those people spend all that time on that research and not 

finish the project?” It seemed preposterous, downright asinine.  

In looking back, there were a handful of forces that drove this dissertation into 

motion. Many of them I have written about at numerous points throughout this paper, 

but one I have let trail behind. I would like to explain further at this juncture. The writing I 

shared with my daughter, Madelyn, had the most profound influence on this study. To 

this day, her journal inspires me, and the stories I have shared about our writing 

describe an extracurricular writing relationship as I have known one to be. And even 

though we no longer journal with each other, and she is a bold and effervescent pre-
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teen, we often text and leave notes for each other. As a mom struggling to understand 

her twelve-year-old daughter, I often think about returning to our extracurricular writing 

relationship. Our face-to-face communications are frequently riddled with 

miscommunications and lost moments. Our written words of the past allowed for a 

softer honesty when our daily tensions soared or when life was distracting. She left me 

a note on my bed the other day kidding with me about emptying the dishwasher and 

vacuuming the house; she signed it, “I love you, mamma.” It’s sitting on my dresser. 

Just this morning, I thought about leaving Madelyn a note to let her know that no matter 

what she may think, the truth of the matter is that she is always loved. I’m hoping we 

can resurrect this out-of-school writing practice, as I’m certain the writing will help us 

cultivate the love we share for each other, and we could use some work with 

communication, too.  

Madelyn’s and my extracurricular writing relationship was by far the most 

profound impetus for this project—it was and still is the force that drives me forward as I 

look for inspiration near the end. On the other hand, my husband and I, though we are 

now separated, also exchanged writing in our relationship, as I mentioned in the earlier 

chapters of my dissertation. This was mainly writing that Matt shared with me on 

holidays and once a year on our anniversary. Initially, our relationship, our 

extracurricular writing relationship, was going to be a part of this study, but as our 

relationship began to evolve through the years, I felt great discomfort in not only sharing 

our writings but in reading his writings. They brought me pain, and quite frankly, it nearly 

stalled my entire dissertation. It took me quite a while to realize this.  
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I recall sitting down at my computer getting ready to write a first entry of what I 

had planned would be a dialogic journal shared between the two of us. The plan was to 

write to each other and share our ideas about our own writing relationship. Since I was 

conducting the study, I certainly couldn’t interview us, and so the journal seemed like an 

organic way to get both Matt’s and my ideas on paper—to write, to dialogue. Our writing 

would be shared with each other, and we would go back and forth for a certain amount 

of entries. To be honest, I can’t quite recall the number. The truth is that on the day I sat 

down at my computer, I stared and stared at the screen and typed: Dear Matt, but that 

was all I could do—I had nothing more to say. Quite frankly, I felt empty, a bit like a 

fraud, hopeless, like I couldn’t complete the project at all let alone this part of it. I 

became the personification of failure. It was an early sign, for me, that my relationship 

with my husband was missing something very important—there were no more words; 

there was nothing left to write.  

That summer we were moving away from Indiana a few hundred miles south and 

east to York, Pennsylvania. Luckily, I had conducted all my interviews the summer prior 

to our move. If I hadn’t, I’m not sure I would have ever been able to complete this 

project. There are moments when I still doubt. It took a call from my dissertation chair to 

get me moving again, and I’m grateful for his call. But in truth, I was scared to resurrect 

the project. My dissertation, to me, was more than just a research undertaking; it was in 

many ways a beacon of truth. And as I began to sift through the couples’ letters and 

cards, it both saddened and overjoyed me to bear witness to such a phenomenon; it 

was a phenomenon shared between couples—one I didn’t share with my husband.  
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In Barton and Hall’s (2000) text, Letter Writing as a Social Practice, one chapter 

explicitly focuses on the love letters shared between Bir Bahadur and Sarita (p. 199). 

The couple resided in the Nepali village of Junigau. Laura Ahern conducted an 

ethnographic study looking at the issues surrounding incipient literacy and social 

change in rural Nepal. The concept of a “love letter” was quite new to this village, and 

Ahern captured this epistolary genre’s growth within the concrete social contexts of 

courtship and marriage. In one letter from Bir Bahadur to Sarita, he wrote: “Sarita, love 

letters, even within the give and take of conversation, remain in the form of a true trace 

until the end of life” (p. 206). At no point throughout this dissertation do I refer to the 

couples’ letters as shared love letters, though they certainly are. The letters I have read, 

the hundreds of written pieces shared between the three couples all convey warmth, 

dedication to the relationship and a timelessness, much like Bir Bahadur referred to 

earlier. The written word almost has a raw quality to it, and it’s a phenomenon that’s not 

easy to describe. But if love can be captured, I’d say it’s best captured in writing. That, 

for me, is perhaps the best kind of extracurricular writing relationship. 
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Appendix A 

Reflective Autobiographical Narrative (Electronic) 

Thank you so much for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.  The purpose of 

this autobiographical reflective questionnaire is threefold: For one, it will help me to gain 

a better understanding of you—your personal and professional background. Second, it 

will present an opportunity for me to begin the process of understanding what it’s like—

for you—to write in your relationship.  And third, it will present an opportunity for you to 

begin reflecting upon your writing relationship prior to our first couple interview.   

   

As well, some of the questions on this questionnaire are very straight forward (i.e. What 

is your educational background?). However, other questions are less directive and ask 

you to conjure memories and/or recall past feeling and/or events, stories.  As this 

research study is one that places writing at the fore, I recommend that, whenever 

possible, you use your personal writings to conjure memories and/or as a “spark” to 

answer questions.  Also, please feel free to refer to these writings as you recount your 

stories whenever applicable.  

 

Directions:  Please answer the following questions individually—without your writing 

partner.  Please try to be as descriptive as possible and answers each questions to the 

best of your ability.  Only answer questions that you feel comfortable answering. Also, 

as this is an electronic document, please use as much space as you need for each 

question. All answers will be kept confidential.  
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Part 1. Demographic Inventory 

 

1. Name: 

 

2. Nickname:   

 

3. Age/Year Born: 

 

4. Where were you born? 

 

5. Where did you grow up? 

 

6. Where do you presently reside? 

 

7. Please describe your educational background: 

 

8. Please describe the educational background of your parents: 

 

9. How would you describe your socio-economic status?  Growing up?  And now?  

 

10. What is your marital status? 
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Part II: General Experiences with Writing 

11. Can you describe your experiences with writing as a child—at home? 

 

12. Can you recall a particular story—a memory you might have—of you writing as a 

child? 

 

13. Can you describe your experiences with writing in school? 

 

14. Can you recall a particular story—a memory you might have—of you writing as a 

child in school? 

 

15. How do you, in general, use writing in your day-to-day life?  

 

16. What kinds of “other” writing relationships have you had over the course of your 

life—not including the one you are presently engaged in with your writing partner? 

 

Part III: General Background Information about the Relationship 

17. How long have you been involved in your writing relationship? 

 

18. How often do you write to each other? 

 

19. Does one person in the relationship typically write more than the other?  (Please 

describe) 
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Part IV:  Writing in Your Relationship 

 

20. Tell me the story of how you met your writing partner. 

 

21. How was writing first introduced into your relationship? 

  

22. How would you describe the way writing works in your relationship? 

 

23. Can you share with me a story about a time you’ve used writing in your present 

relationship?  

 

24. What kinds of writing do you engage in together?  

 

25. How would you complete this sentence: I write in my relationship 

with___________ because 

 

26. How would you complete this sentence: A writing relationship is 

 

27. Did you use any of your shared and/or personal writings to help you answer any 

of the above questions and/or “spark” memories to guide you in answering any of 

the above questions? Underline one:    Yes   or   No 
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Part V:  Free-Write  

 

28. In this section, please feel free to share with me anything you would like to about 

writing, about this study, about any concerns you are having and/or about any 

questions you might have.   Also, please use this section as a SPACE to share 

any additional stories you would like to about the role writing plays in your 

relationship.  

 

Again, thank you. 

M5glennon@verizon.net 

814-254-6247 

 

 

  

mailto:M5glennon@verizon.net
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Appendix B 

Acquaintance Protocol 

Prior to formally interviewing the participating couples, I will first speak with each 

couple together and in person, or each individual separately either in person or the 

phone (depending on their geographic location) to gain an initial acquaintance with 

them. During this informal meeting or phone call, I will discuss the nature of the study 

and address any questions or concerns they might have. This meeting or phone call will 

determine whether they meet the eligibility criteria. It is during this meeting where I will 

spend time discussing informed consent in great detail.  If both members of the 

relationship are eligible to and desire to participate in the study, I will ask them to please 

sign the informed consent form (see Appendix E). If necessary, I will send them a hard 

copy of the form and ask that they mail it back to me with their signature. 

Informal “Getting Acquainted” Procedures: 

1. Go over the informed consent (3 copies: two for each member of the relationship 

and one for me) 

a. Give them time to read the form on their own and together discuss it. 

b. Address some of the pertinent issues like, freedom to withdraw, 

confidentiality, and discuss any kind of questions or issues that they might 

have about the study during the data collection. 

2. Discuss my dissertation study and my own involvement in and understanding of 

extracurricular writing relationships. 

3. Discuss how data will be collected, recorded, and analyzed 

4. Discuss the general nature of the interview protocol. 
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5. Discuss how their exchanged writings—their written artifacts—will be used 

throughout the interview process.  Ask the participants if they would be able to 

begin gathering some of these written artifacts. 

6. Set-up the first interview, if possible. 

7. Answer any questions they may have, and let them know that if any concerns 

arise during the data collection, they should feel free to let me know. 
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Appendix C 

First Couple Interview 

 

• Why? 

• How? 

• When? 

• Can you tell me more about that? 

• Take me back to…Could you further elaborate on this? 

• Tell me what you were thinking? 

• How did you feel? 
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Appendix D 

Second Couple Interview - Written Artifact Organizational Protocol 

The purpose of this second couple (dyad) interview is to explore the written 

artifacts exchanged between the relationship members. The collected written artifacts 

will be used to help spark memories as well as to help continue tell their co-constructed 

story. The written artifacts will be used throughout the second interview, and they will 

also be collected and then analyzed after the interview.  All collected written artifacts, 

both original and copied documents, will be returned to the participants once the data is 

analyzed.  

 I will use the following labeling protocol throughout the collection and analysis of the 

written artifacts: 

1. Type of writing (i.e. personal letter, note, etc.). 

2. Purpose of the writing (i.e. to share news or express a loss). 

3. To whom and by whom the written artifact was written—using the pseudonyms 

previously applied.  
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Appendix E 

Individual-Follow-Up Interview Protocol 

• Tell me how you became involved in an extracurricular writing relationship. 

• What keeps/kept you involved? 

• What is it like to be in a writing relationship? 

• What role does writing play in the relationship? 

• What keeps you writing? 

• For what purpose(s) does the writing hold? 

• Can you imagine what your relationship would be like without writing? 

• How would you complete this sentence: I write in my relationship 

with___________ because__________________________. 

• How would you complete this sentence: An extracurricular writing relationship is 

_____. 

• Could you share with me some instances where you_______________________. 

• Tell me how your extracurricular writing relationship ended (if the woman or man 

is no longer involved in the writing relationship) 

• What kinds of writing relationships have you had over the course of your life? 

• What is something you'd like everyone to know about your relationship? 

• What, if any, were the positive, negative and neutral aspects of being in a 

relationship where writing plays a role? 
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Appendix F 

Informed Consent Form 

Working Title: Exploring the Lived Experience of Extracurricular Writing 

Relationships Through Narrative 

You are invited to participate in this research study. The following information is provided in order to help 
you make an informed decision whether or not to participate. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to ask. 
Purpose of Study: The purpose of this study is to research the lived experiences of couples who are or were 
members of an out-of-school or extracurricular writing relationship. For the purpose of this study, I am seeking 
couples who meet the below out-of-school writing relationship criteria:  
Eligibility Criteria: 

• Couples who are presently in an out-of-school writing relationship and have been in this 
relationship for at least one year OR 

• Couples who are no longer in an out-of-school writing relationship and have ended this relationship 
no more than three years ago. 

• Couples who would describe their present or former out-of-school writing relationship as a personal 
relationship characterized by an interdependence of emotions as well as a negotiated set of 
disclosures that have helped the relationship to develop. 

• All participants must be 18 years of age at the time of the study. 
 

Procedures: Participation in this study will involve three interviews: two couple interviews where I will interview both 
members of the relationship together and one individual interview where I will speak with each member of the 
relationship separately. Each interview will be no longer than 60-90 minutes.  
 
Use of Written Artifacts: I will also be asking for copies of personal documents (e.g. letters, notes, emails) of your 
choosing that represent the writing exchanged within your out-of-school writing relationship. We will look at these 
artifacts together to spark memories and then, with your permission, I will also examine the artifacts as part of my 
analysis.  
 
Benefits and Risks to Participants: There are no known risks or discomforts associated with this research and 
responses will be considered only in combination with responses from other participants. You may find the interview 
experience enjoyable, and you will have a documented narrative of your relationship with your writing partner. I will 
also return any and all original written artifacts that I may borrow throughout the study.  
 
Voluntary Participation and Withdrawal: Your participation in this study is voluntary. You will not be required to 
share any personal information nor documentation against your wishes. You are free to decide not to participate in 
this study or to withdraw at any time without adversely affecting your relationship with me. If you choose to 
participate, you may withdraw at any time by notifying the Project Director, Dr. Gian Pagnucci, or me. 
Upon your request to withdraw, all information pertaining to you will be destroyed. If you choose to 
participate, all information will be held in strict confidence. 
 
If you are willing to participate in this study, please sign the statement below. 
Researcher: Melanie Glennon, PhD Candidate 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania 
English Department, Leonard Hall, Indiana, PA 
15701 
Phone: 814-254-6247 
Email: byvq@iup.edu 
 

Project Director: Dr. Gian Pagnucci 
English Department Chair 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania, Leonard 
Hall, Indiana, PA 15701 
Phone: 724-357-4788 
Email: pagnucci@iup.edu 

This project has been approved by the Indiana University of Pennsylvania Institutional Review Board for the 
Protection of Human Subjects (Phone: 724-3557-7730). 
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VOLUNTARY CONSENT FORM 

 
I have read and understand the information on the form and I consent to volunteer to be a subject in this study. I 
understand that my responses are completely confidential and that I have the right to withdraw at any time. I have 
received an unsigned copy of this informed consent form to keep in my possession. 
Name (please print): ____________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature: ____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Date: _____________________ Phone where you can be reached:_______________________________________ 
Best days and times to reach you: _________________________________________________________________ 
 
Email Address where you can be reached:_____________________________________ 
 
 You many use my real name in your dissertation document ____yes   _____no 
I certify that I have explained to the above individual the nature and purpose, the potential benefits, and possible risks 
associated with participating in this research study, have answered any questions that have been raised, and have 
witnessed the above signature. 
 
Date: ______________      Investigator’s signature:_________________________________________ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


