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Abstract 
Socialization takes place not in bounded interactional episodes, but across 
communicative encounters. This aspect provides the general frame of the present paper 
which uses the concept of “trajectory of socialization” (Wortham 2005) to explore a 
connected series of educational events in a school in Rio de Janeiro where a group of 
Brazilian 5th graders and their History teacher engage in discussions about gender, 
sexuality and difference, related to the operationalization of a multiliteracies syllabus 
with strong queer overtones. The data, generated in a one-year ethnographic study in 
this urban school setting, follows the socialization journey of one student, Julio, as he 
gets introduced, along with his classmates, to new reflective practices concerning 
normativity patterns, social stereotypes and marginalized alterities. To scrutinize Julio’s 
intersubjective journey and the local-societal dialectics implicated in it, I interface the 
notions of trajectory of socialization, entextualization (Bauman and Briggs 2009/1990; 
Blommaert 2005; Silverstein and Urban 1996), and what I term transcontexts, i.e. 
interactional mobile environments comprising both perduring and shifting aspects. 
(Re)framing and (re)keying activities, together with repetition and topic recycling 
(Tannen 2006), as interrelated processes establishing a sense of coherence and 
continuity, constitute the analytical focus of the work which captures the group’s 
collective positionings and the boy’s shifting alignments towards more critical 
understandings of identity processes in general and gender and sexuality in particular. 
The logical articulation suggested is that the accurate observation of interpersonal 
actions in the classroom and discourse chains may throw light on how connectivity 
across events is established in discourse and identity practices, which, lying beyond 
emergent meaning-making processes, intersect with a larger sociohistorical scale. 
 

Keywords: trajectories of socialization, entextualization, transcontexts, multiliteracies, 
gender and sexualities 
 

1. Introduction 
Current work in the field of language studies has been employing theoretical constructs 
which indicate a way of thinking about fluidity and in-progress processes of meaning 
attribution and interpretation. These conceptions generally resort to metaphors such as 
travel or journey to signal the state of constant movement and flux embedded in 
signifying processes. However, accounting for meaning-making in terms of motion 
involves not only embracing the Bakhtinian dialogic principle (Bakhtin 1981) but also 
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radicalizing it, conceiving of dialogism as a multidirectional phenomenon. Put 
differently, engaging in any kind of dialogical activity entails attending to a plethora of 
simultaneous conversations in which interactional realtime meanings, local prior 
meanings, community meanings, socio-historical meanings, new circulating meanings 
and so forth intersect, composing discontinuous and mobile semantic spaces, where 
stabilized, stereotypic and emergent ideas crisscross. Therefore, considering mutability 
has to do with facing the interpolation of regularity and diversity. 
     The concept of transit, seen through this merging of durability and variability, has 
been discussed in many contemporary studies dealing with the so-called liquid facet of 
our times (Bauman 2000), in which discourses, texts and identities circulate around the 
globe at unprecedented speed (Blommaert 2010; Kress 2010; Fairclough 2006; 
Pennycook 2007; Agha 2007; Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999; Silverstein and Urban 
1996, to name but a few). In the present paper, aligning myself with researchers that 
explore transition in the educational scenario (Rampton 2006 and Cope and Kalantzis 
2000, for example), I approach meaning and knowledge construction in a Brazilian urban 
school setting. I examine a series of connected classroom events in which a group of 5th 
graders and their History teacher, who are operationalizing a multiliteracies curriculum 
interlaced with a queer approach2, engage in pedagogic activities involving discussions 
about genders, sexualities and marginalized identities. My concern is delving into the 
relationship between textual chains, sense-making and identity performances jointly 
produced across interactional encounters, keeping an eye on both persistent 
sociohistorical processes and contingent social experiences. 
     The data to be discussed follow the socialization journey of one student, Julio, as he 
gets introduced, along with his classmates, to new reflective practices concerning 
normativity patterns, social stereotypes and difference. To guide the analysis of Julio’s 
intersubjective journey and the local-societal dialectic implicated in it, I draw on the 
notions of trajectory of socialization (Wortham 2005) and entextualization (Bauman and 
Briggs 2009/1990; Blommaert 2005; Silvertein and Urban 1996). These conceptions are 
related to what I term transcontexts, i.e. interactional environments whose underlying 
mobility, comprising both norm and trope (Agha 2007), may depict the above-mentioned 
dialogicality in a more dynamic fashion. (Re)framing and (re)keying activities, together 
with repetition and topic recycling (Tannen 2006), as interrelated processes establishing a 
sense of coherence and continuity, constitute the analytical focus of the work which 
captures the group’s collective positionings and the boy’s shifting alignments towards 
more critical understandings of identity processes in general and gender and sexuality in 
particular.  
 

2. Trajectories of socialization and entextualization in transcontexts    

After Goffman’s and Gumperz’s insightful studies on discourse and communication, it 
is quite platitudinous to state that discourse, i.e. language in use, and the texts it 
produces are always embedded in social contexts. By the same token, it is also a truism 
to affirm, after Bakhtin, that discourse practices are dialogical and intertextual, 
interacting with different texts and contexts. However, a concern with language-in-
society and the interrelatedness of immediate and trans-situational contexts may lead to 
less banal remarks (Blommaert 2005).  

                            

2 A queer approach to education has to do with denormalizing naturalized meanings and normativity 
patterns concerning identitites (cf. Louro 1997; Epstein and Johnson 1998; Letts and Sears, 1999; 
Ellwood 2006).  



 4 

     A host of thought-provoking studies (cf. Duranti and Goodwin 1992) have rethought 
the classic notion of context as “a set of variables that statically surround strips of talk” 
(Duranti and Goodwin 1992:31), speaking instead of strips of discourse encompassing 
both spoken and written language (Collins 1996; Mertz 1996) or strips of multimodal 
texts (Blommaert 2005, 2010), pointing out that the notional rubric of “context” 
embraces a wide range of co-occurring phenomena. Despite their theoretical diversity, 
an underlying commonality is the idea that everyday language use and other semiotic 
activities are the loci of socialization and that research on social organization cannot be 
accomplished without close inquiry into the details of how social actors employ all sorts 
of signs in communicative situations, and of how such activities “build the social and 
cultural worlds they inhabit” (Duranti and Goodwin 1992:2). 
     The different analytic traditions focusing on situated discourse have helped to 
expand the notion of context by alluding to its multiple small-scale and large-scale 
constitutive aspects. Among several features, they highlight: the setting, i.e. the spatial 
and temporal environments in which semiotic encounters occur; the interactants 
themselves and the way they orient their actions by genre conventions; the several 
signaling devices (linguistic, paralinguistic, prosodic, and non-linguistic) language users 
resort to and base themselves on as cues to referential and inferential work (Gumperz 
1982; Gee 1995); the ways participants occupy and organize space by displaying their 
access to interaction through body motion and body posture (Kendon 1990); the ways in 
which talk suggests the ongoing context and provides context for subsequent talk 
(Schegloff 1992); and, extrasituational aspects  such as background knowledge and 
sociocultural repertoires, in fact indexical elements which cue the social norms, 
conventions, identities, and cultural patterns at play (Foucault 1978, 1979; Lindstrom 
1992).  
     All these contextualizing resources merge in semiotic encounters, framing 
interpretation, producing the nature of the situation, and connecting individuals in 
different ways. The connection may be direct (when interactants are co-present) or 
indirect (as in encounters occurring through the print media, television broadcast or on 
the web, in which interlocutors may be separated in time and space). Regardless of the 
nature of the encounter (whether more intimate, public or institutional; whether 
involving two persons, a small number of people or millions), communicative processes 
have to do with the interaction of different social actors’ semiotic activities and 
contextualizing practices. As the works anthologized in Duranti and Goodwin (1992) 
indicate, the contextualization elements work like anchors, providing an indexical 
ground that orient interlocutors’ presuppositions and expectations concerning the 
interactional encounter, guide their use of resources, and establish relations between the 
employed signs and the sociocultural meanings they index. Furthermore, they give rise 
to social relations as they categorize, label, and valorize objects, people and their 
surroundings, making them perceivable and iterable over many encounters (Agha 2007).  
     It thus stands to reason that this kind of orientational work implies choices. 
However, it would not be apt to say that choices are intentional or “rational”. They are, 
most often, not fully conscious, unquestioned selections, but are instead motivated by 
our learned capacity to observe and attend to unfolding interactional contexts, a central 
metapragmatic quality of all communication (Coupland 2007;  Rampton 2006, 2010; 
Bauman and Briggs 2009/1990). Sign-phenomena are reflexive activities 
simultaneously involving sign usage, meaning-classification-value attribution 
(concerning signs, people and situation), and consequential social effects. These 
processes are dependent on the metapragmatic instructions concerning the typification 
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of contexts and individuals as belonging to identifiable social communities, groups, 
categories and positions (age, class, occupation, race, gender, sexuality etc.).  
     Acknowledging the complexity and dynamism of the multiple signaling systems 
involved in sense-making activities, which construct communicative spaces in specific 
ways, helps us move away from static acceptations of context and conceive of it as a 
reflexive praxis, i.e. a constant metapragmatic activity, not restricted to what happens in 
particular social encounters and communicative situations. It has to do with locality and 
translocality (Pennycook 2010), encompassing both an immediate interactional 
dimension – in which on-going interpretation of contextualization cues develop – and a 
more translocal dimension – in which the cues and presuppositions deployed point to 
historical, more stable domains and ideas. Hence contexts are not out there waiting to be 
dwelled on by social actors; they are dialogically and reflexively engendered through 
continuous contextualization practices (Gumperz 1992), forging enduring-shifting 
spaces, always on the move. I use the term transcontext3 in an attempt to capture this 
particular state of flux, in which steadiness and evanescence interlace. 
     The mobility of transcontexts and its dual focus on locality and translocality may 
gain more visibility through the concept of entextualization, a notion coined by Bauman 
and Briggs (2009/1990) as a response to their musings concerning intertextuality. If 
according to the Bakhtinian tradition all texts are linked diachronically and 
synchronically to other texts, what happens, the authors ask themselves, to contextually 
anchored texts when they are decontextualized and become available for echoing, 
recycling and reciting in different semiotic environments? Based on a distinction 
between discourse and text, they construct an answer, by considering the continuous 
cultural processes involving materializing discourse in texts, removing them from 
context, and transplanting them to new ones – hence consecutive entextualizations. In 
the authors’ own words “it is the process of rendering discourse extractable, of making a 
stretch of linguistic production into a unit – a text – that can be lifted out of its 
interactional setting” (p. 608).  
     Texts can be said thus to follow trajectories, through successive entextualizations. 
An example may come in handy. A recorded interview generates notes; it is then 
transcribed and is included in an academic paper; it is referred to in a lecture; it is later 
inserted in a book, becoming available for the consumption of various readers, who may 
in turn cite it in new interactional environments. The recapitulation cycle is potentially 
ad infinitum. An important caveat though, in order to avoid the idea of sheer 
ventriloquation, is that the successive entextualization-decontextualization-
recontextualization produces, in each phase, a reconfigured discourse and a new text 
containing traces of antecedent contexts and the emergent surround – a text that has a 
unique history attending to sociocultural regularities as well as to fleeting contingency 
(Silverstein and Urban 1996). This aspect makes it clear that repetition does not equate 
with sameness nor can it curb creativity. Quite to the contrary, it provides the very 
conditions for resignification and metamorphoses (Urban 1996). Because replication is 
itself tied to innumerable contextual factors, some meanings may perdure while others 
may be reassembled, “making the outcome hardly a determinate one, let alone a 
transparent reflection of universal principles (Urban 1996:22).  

                            

3 Here I borrow largely from Alastair Pennycook’s discussion on the conception of  “locality” 
(Pennycook 2010), in which, upon  problematizing current approaches to context, he resignifies the 
notion of “local” as the domain in which  the local and the historical, sameness and difference, and 
repetition and renewal cohabit in an “apparent impossible  simultaneity”(p.35). 
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     The transaction between regularity and unsteadiness plays a central role in the 
accomplishment of coherence in understanding and entextualization figures as a 
possibility of establishing this kind of connectivity since it draws our attention to the 
links between instant episodes of language use (stretches of discourse / texts) and their 
uptake in other episodes. It shows that reliance on what is familiar is part and parcel of 
the instantiation of alternative meanings or, otherwise put, that transformative action is 
necessarily tiptoed on a conventional ground. 
     Up to this point, the discussion has concentrated on how the interplay between 
emergent interactional conditions of use and more enduring historical ones expands 
conventional understandings of context and contextualization towards dynamic 
dialogism. However, the focus on local-translocal conversations should not be 
interpreted as presumed co-operation, consensus, or “symmetry in contextualizing 
power” (Blommaert 2005:45), since throughout processes of socialization people 
develop different contextualization systems depending on their trajectory of 
participation in diverse communities. If convergence of repertoires cannot be 
presupposed, friction, as an orienting angle, would better explain what goes on when 
different contextualization worlds meet and dialogue. Contexts would thus be the 
outcome of the contact of dissimilar interpretive practices. Understood as accomplished 
phenomena, they are neither pre-given nor offered by an individual, being generated 
intersubjectively through the simultaneous projection of – very often clashing – 
contextualization repertoires. This aspect is what leads some theorists to approach the 
aforementioned dialogism as comprising pervasive attrition and power struggles over 
contextualization.  
     Blommaert (2005), for example, when discussing text-context relations, highlights 
aspects of context that tend to be “forgotten” (2005:56). He reminds us that texts, as 
entextualized discourses, follow trajectories of inequality since participants’ access to 
semiotic resources and to (re)contextualization practices is unevenly distributed in 
society. These resources in use enter an order of hierarchisation which, dictating the 
adequate and valid signaling systems in specific communicative situations, may limit  
negotiation possibilities and prevent those who either lack or improperly manage the 
expected entextualization resources from accessing context. This situation influences 
which conditions for voice will be created, who the masters of meaning will be, and 
whose context will prevail. Bauman and Briggs (2010/1990) explain this angle quite 
clearly when they state that to decontextualize and recontextualize a text is thus an act 
of control, and in regard to the differential exercise of such control the issue of power 
arises. More specifically, we may recognize differential access to texts, differential 
legitimacy in claims to and use of texts, differential competence in the use of texts, and 
differential values attaching to various types of texts. All these elements, let us 
emphasize, are culturally constructed, socially constituted, and sustained by ideologies, 
and they accordingly may vary cross-culturally. None of these factors is a social or 
cultural given, for each may be subject to negotiation as part of a process on 
entextualization, decentering, and recentering (pages 611-612). 
     In this light, transcontexts can be said to be spaces where power is exercised, 
asymmetries are established, and meanings are contested and fought for (Lindstrom 
1992). They are territories in which entextualized discourses can lead to some level of 
disarticulation and transgression, however unpredictable. In transcontexts meanings 
may be imposed on, recycled, maintained, challenged, resignified – processes 
underlying, most often invisibly, the so-called social structure.  
     Transcontextuality and entextualization – insofar as they evoke the idea of 
persistence across constant movement – can be fruitfully associated with Stanton 
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Wortham’s concept of trajectory of socialization (Wortham, 2005). The author develops 
the latter based on the assumption that socialization occurs across interactional episodes 
which are intertextually linked. The idea that relations are constituted across chains of 
events is not new, though, and has oriented several research studies discussing the 
constitutive links between language practices and processes of socialization (Agha 
2007; Ochs 1996/2009). However, the author employs it in association with the image 
of transition, implicit in “trajectory”, to understand the educational paths treaded by 
individual students across which they develop social relations and school identities. He 
contends that the academic socialization of specific individuals and the development of 
identity work can be best explained through trajectories of participation in linked series 
of events, in which more stable social-historical and contingent local categories 
intermingle. He shows that contingent reflexive activities may have semiotic 
consequences and generate meaning effects that persist, through iteration across several 
situational contexts, beyond a single encounter. 
     As the author’s main concern is collectively crafted identity attributes which create 
action patterns, he examines processes of identity categorization through the trajectory 
of a focal participant – a high school teenage girl being socialized into academic life. He 
scrutinizes that particular student across chain-tied educational situations, showing that 
the identity routes she takes do not follow pre-established directions; much to the 
contrary, they get reconfigured along the way, first for the better and, later on, for the 
worse. From an adolescent who is recognized and classified as an accomplished student 
in the early years of high school – a process related to the entextualization of circulating 
socio-historical dichotomies concerning gender stereotypes such as promising girls vs. 
unpromising boys – to someone who ends up being intersubjectively typecast as a 
disruptive outcast, it can be noted that complex identity work takes place, a process 
intertwined with intense semioses. In the classes described, a myriad of resources is 
employed (words, intonation contours, gestures, body motion etc.) and different 
discourses are entextualized creating categories and identity models that come to 
circulate in consistent ways through different occasions in the girl’s school itinerary, 
which end up by engendering habitualized presuppositions in regard to her academic 
identity. Therefore, a specific kind of individual emerges and Wortham’s accurate 
description of this process contributes to the understanding of identification phenomena 
as multifarious, non-linear, non-uniform, and inherently semiotic, being simultaneously 
subject to interactional contingency and fixity. Moreover, it shows that what we 
currently refer to as subjectivity involves not only ways with words and other signalling 
systems but also ways with texts and contexts (Heath 1983). 
     Approaching a trajectory of socialization through such lenses, means focusing on 
how interpretive processes are semiotically signaled and negotiated and on how 
coherence systems are established over time by means of referencing, repetition, and 
relaying. In analytical terms, it involves the microscopic observation of an intricate 
semiotic web interweaving the contextualized and reflexive use of resources and 
identity signs (indicating a participant’s social position); the uptake processes they 
entail; the meanings they produce; and, their recycling in subsequent discourse. This 
kind of investigation may shed light on a capillary movement concerning sense-making: 
specific interpretations come into existence in interactional encounters; they originate 
texts; these texts become available for recontextualization; they get replicated creating a 
pattern of mutually presupposed readings; they solidify, coming to have certain 
indexical values; they become generalizable, telling what determinate things or 
individuals “are”. A perception of continuity, therefore, materializes, making it quite 
plausible to conceive of social identities as “durable projections from texts” (Silverstein 
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and Urban 1996:6). One can thus say that semiotic activity always entails identity work, 
a constant and reflexive who - doing what - with whom - where - when - how - under 
what circumstances (Gee 1995), which implies that   such  a perception of continuity 
may be dismantled semiotically in the here and now. 
     From the above articulation, tying together three conceptual tools, an analytical 
perspective emerges, one that may provide a fluid architecture with which to zoom in 
onto educational transcontexts and their rituals, norms, and possible reworkings. The 
latter is the topic of the remainder of this article. 
 

3. Educational transcontexts   

If meanings materialize over time in dialogical reflexive exchanges under specific 
conditions of use, school settings may be considered a longstanding social trans-
scenario where part of this materialization is forged. Framed this way, schools become 
stages where different entextualization and contextualization processes are enacted, 
giving shape to educational experiences. As such practices are generally guided by 
unstated assumptions about adequate ways of being, (inter)acting and routinely 
engaging in semiotic activity, they can be said to perform “tiny-bits of taken-for-granted 
social structure” (Rampton 2006:26). They become thus occasions in which to observe 
social life and social identities in the making. 
     The relationship between extextualization and large-scale ideological formations in 
educational realms can be explained in different ways. Firstly, all literacy practices – 
reading, writing, talking about texts, engaging in question and answer, among others – 
may be said to be sociocultural practices of entextualization in which texts are 
continuously being descentered and recentered. Secondly, these practices are 
ideological (Street 1984) because they introduce students to valorized meaning-
activities which fabricate social subjects of a special kind, i.e. social actors that learn 
how to think, understand, perceive, judge, see, talk, read, write, pay attention, ask-
answer questions, interact, occupy space and move their bodies in specific ways. 
Thirdly, taken in conjunction, these aspects instantiate the historical form of life, and its 
accompanying set of control mechanisms that organize social action, known as 
panopticism (Foucault 1975).   
     Through the so-called disciplinary technologies students experience what counts as 
learning at the same time that they learn about who they are or could be. They learn, for 
example, the triadic dialogue pattern in which teacher commands, students follow 
through, teacher evaluates. They learn how to be confined to their desks and how to 
focus their attention on an authoritative voice that may declare what is true or false and 
what is to be sanctioned, valued or downgraded. They learn how to describe 
sociohistorical events in terms of cause and effect. They learn to take transmitted 
content for-granted. They learn that language transparently refers to things in the world. 
On the other hand, they also learn that Peter married Mary, not Max; that mom is 
sensitive whereas dad is tough, that some social beings are worth more than others. As 
the study discussed earlier shows (cf. Wortham 2005), little by little, over the academic 
year, teachers and students establish shared models, habits and categories “that draw on 
but can be unique versions of” (Wortham 2005:99) more broadly circulating ideological 
matrices that are to control and sustain the epistemological ground where students are 
being taught to lodge. 
     Despite this characterization, the constitutive nature of schooling tends to get easily 
elided by the still operating knowledge transmission credo and autonomous view of 
literacy (Street 1984) which frame education as the development of students’ innate 
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capacities and abilities. Autonomous views of knowledge, literacy and social subjects 
ignore the sociohistorical practices they are situated in and which are vital to all 
meaning-making. Such a landscape decreases our sense of responsibility, for it prevents 
us from understanding that, in every stage of the teaching-learning enterprise, 
ideological choices are being made, that some meanings are being favored whilst others 
are being silenced, and that historical subjectivities are being carved. 
     The approach taken in this paper inaugurates a viewpoint that draws attention to the 
“secret” life of pedagogy, i.e. to the everyday-classroom-occurring entextualizations and 
the knowledge, meanings and understandings that get produced and valorized in 
specific ways. In these “intimate” semiotic encounters, momentum and historical 
discourses dovetail in successive replications that play a twofold contextualizing role. 
Not only theories, ideas and rules are recontextualized in lessons; contingent words, 
topics and all sorts of signs also get iterated and relayed in different occasions and 
become relevant to particular participants undergoing trajectories of socialization – 
hence the constitutional, and very often essentializing, nature of these multiple forms of 
renvoi (Urban and Silvertein 1996; Irvine 1996).  
     Such an angle depicts repetition in the classroom in a more complex light. Besides 
being a current didactic instructional procedure, reiteration guides understandings and 
exercises control over meanings and doings by contributing to their stabilization. In a 
Goffmanian vein, it is a powerful framing device (Goffman 1974). It creates a sort of 
consensus concerning the agreement of what is going on “here” and in subsequent 
events. Moreover, it organizes perception and what gets perceived, provides attention 
focus, positions interlocutors, and creates a sense of nexus and coherence among 
otherwise loose scattered utterances and texts.  It is, therefore, a configuration that 
supports the impression that educational actors (teacher, students and other agents) 
move on a “firm” ground where participants maintain continuous and steady relations 
and are recognized as specific kinds of individual. As previously mentioned, 
normativity patterns, habitual actions and stereotypes are common outcomes of these 
relations, influencing, among other things, our understanding of selfhood and otherness, 
and, therefore, our sense of what it means to be male or female, heterosexual or 
homosexual, black or white and other, i.e. the boundaries separating “us” and “them”. 
Notwithstanding, the ground that we tread on is in fact shaky, its firmness being an 
attribute of discourse-text reanimations that establish the seemingly “before the eyes” 
(Goffman 1974:9) academic contexts, roles and identities. In other words, what we refer 
to as “evident factuality” necessarily operates within semiotically constructed 
boundaries.  
     But embracing such a constructionist perspective implies going beyond a conception 
of education and pedagogy as practices that construct and modify experiences of self, as 
well as beyond an acknowledgement of the productive aspect of schooling. It further 
means dealing with an acute sense of duty and concern with the social environment that 
is being collectively and actively built. It ultimately requires a pervasive ethical stance 
demanding close attention to how knowledge, values and social voices are being 
hierarchised in both the official and lived curricula.   
     I think this proposal is feasible through a focus on trajectories of socialization. I 
pursue this path in the next section approaching the trajectory of Julio, a Brazilian 5th 
grader, across different encounters taking place in a peculiar transcontext: History 
classes in which a teacher and a researcher are queering education by socializing 
students into critical and reflexive practices concerning taken-for-granted assumptions 
about stereotypic identity formations, prejudice and diversity. This particular itinerary 
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drew my attention because it brings visibility to a dynamic and subtle phenomenon: 
metamorphosis deriving from repetition. 

 

4. Research context, methodology and analytical framework  

The study which follows is part of a larger ethnographic interventionist project carried 
out for an entire academic year in a Brazilian state school with a history of racism and 
homophobia. Located in a highly populated urban neighborhood in Rio de Janeiro, the 
school offers all levels of instruction (from primary through secondary schooling) and 
congregates, like many other state schools in the city, students and professionals of 
mixed socio-economic backgrounds (middle-class, lower middle-class and working-
class). Our study investigates classroom interactions in fifth-grade History lessons in 
which the teacher, her young students (10 to 11 year olds) and a researcher (myself) 
operationalise a multiliteracies syllabus4 (Cope and Kalantziz 2000) with strong queer 
overtones (Letts and Sears 1999), which, subscribing to a view of literacy as social 
practices (according to the principles discussed above), integrates several modes of 
meaning-making (the linguistic, the visual, the spatial, the audio and the interactional) 
as an awareness-raising strategy concerning sociocultural diversity. Capitalizing on 
multimodal constructions of multiple lifeworlds, it created opportunities for 
scrutinizing, bracketing and interrogating – i.e. queering – routine identity stereotypes 
and generalizations.  
     This orienting goal, whose original motivation was to explore ways of intervening in 
the school’s deleterious practices, guided the collaborative design of a set of queer 
pedagogic activities by the researcher and the teacher in question. It has also led them to 
adopt a talk-about-text approach (Maybin & Moss 1993) that informed classroom 
conversations on race, ethnicity, gender, sexuality etc. with a view to building critical 
understandings of the pervasive binary logic “favored social identities vs. stigmatized 
alterities”. A detailed outline of the larger interventionist project, the syllabus, the queer 
procedures and the challenges that its implementation faced, have been reported 
elsewhere (Fabrício and Moita Lopes 2010; Moita Lopes and Fabrício in press). For the 
purposes of the present study, I have concentrated on the conversations about gender 
and sexuality (held in different terms of the academic year) in which Julio, our focal 
student, participated. Nonetheless, despite the emphasis on the trajectory of a single 
individual, the described socialization route is understood as being representative of a 
collective accomplishment of which all interlocutors are constitutive parts. 
     To approach this intersubjective travel I have selected differing strips of talk and 
observed them through a Goffmanian perspective (Goffman 1974), using frame analysis 
as a conceptual tool to check out how interlocutors interpret the situation at hand and 
how they fit their actions according to their understanding of what is going on, aligning 
themselves vis-à-vis one another. I have also incorporated Deborah Tannen’s 
distinction, on analyzing the role of repetition in conversational discourse (Tannen 
2006), between recycling, reframing and rekeying. She uses the first term, recycling, to 
indicate communicative situations where a topic or a word “that arose in one 
conversation is discussed again in a later conversation” (p. 601), ‘later’ meaning, as she 
explains, “later the same day, the next day or several days later” (p. 601)5. In contrast, 
the other two, borrowed from Goffman (1974), are terms “that describe the relationship 

                            

4 The design of the syllabus involved, besides myself and the teacher, another researcher from the Federal 
University of Rio de Janeiro, Luiz Paulo da Moita Lopes. 
5 The author refers to this kind of repetition as “intertextuality in interaction” (Tannen 2006:598). 
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between initial and subsequent iterations of a topic” (p. 601).  Reframing activities 
would be shifts in the way participants define the interactional situation and locate 
themselves within it whereas rekeyings would have to do with how shifting 
interactional prosodic keys dynamically signal transformations and laminations in the 
already meaningful activity, reconstituting their perception of what it is that is going on. 
“A rekeying occurs, when a speaker’s tone of voice, amplitude, lexical emphasis, 
rhythm, intonational contours, or other qualities of speech indicate a change in 
emotional stance” (p. 601). 
     Recyclings, reframing and rekeyings entail micro-alterations throughout processes of 
semantic negotiation in the organization of social experience. They occur amidst the 
repetition of patterned indexical multimodal cues, metapragmatically framing a 
discourse. This capillary dimension of sense-making can be said to be at play in every 
phase of entextualization processes, in which re-entextualized discourse always 
becomes new discourse. Probing into these contextualization maneuvers is a line of 
inquiry that may throw light in processes of entextualization-in-interaction (Silverstein 
and Urban 1996). It makes the emergent structure of contexts and the transformations 
they undergo visible as it foregrounds what means are available or made available for 
making discourse into a text, by whom, to whom and under what circumstances 
(Bauman and Briggs 2010/1990:609). 
     Within this analytical framework, I now turn on to the data, trying to capture the 
group’s collective (re)positionings and the boy’s shifting alignments towards more 
critical understandings of gender and sexuality. As I proceed, I am fully aware that 
analysis is also entextualization (Blommaert 2005:64). Discourse has been lifted out of 
context and successively acted upon, being reinserted in new semantic environments; it 
has generated field notes; has been transformed into textual artifacts (as audio and video 
recordings were made); it has then been submitted to analytical procedures (interaction 
with data, data selection, transcription and interpretation); and, finally, it has been the 
object of a genred social action, i.e. the production of the present academic piece. 
 

5. Scenes from a trajectory of socialization  

The scenes that follow show how the teacher, the researcher and the students try to 
come to terms with the implementation of a queer syllabus in a historically panoptic 
territory. The latter is framed spatially and interactionally in the focused setting. On the 
one hand, the very arrangement of rowed desks facing a platform, where the teacher’s 
desk lies and upon which she moves, recreates the traditional divided spatial arena 
whose boundaries impose “rules, possibilities and restrictions on communication” 
(Blommaert 2010) and interaction. On the other hand, the strategies the teacher resorts 
to in her attempts to maintain order during the lessons and organize learning (control of 
turn-taking, loud tone of voice to manage attention focus, sanctions directed at 
disruptions) enact the well-known conversational regimen in which the teacher 
“instructs and directs” and the students “defer and learn” (cf. Collins 1996:205). These 
instructions are at odds with the syllabus being operationalized which, at least 
theoretically, relied on 1) inciting jointly produced discourse based on silenced taboo 
topics on the educational agenda, such as gender and sexuality; 2)  encouraging 
students’ participation and making ample room for their voice; and, 3) acknowledging 
and incorporating their contributions to the lesson. 
     These contradictory principles have established conflicting framing and 
contextualizing practices which demanded complex negotiation of the context, of the 
interaction order, and of the institutional and social identities at play, processes in which 



 12 

recycling, reframing and rekeying activities play a fundamental role in bringing about a 
sense of connectivity and coherence. Sections 5.1 and 5.2 below show representative 
instances of that negotiation across one academic year, indicating how initial moments 
of fragmentation and disorder (including a lot of laughter, noise and bantering), which 
decreased possibilities of cooperative work, slowly shift into co-constructed order and 
joint reflective action. The analytical focus on Julio’s trajectory throws light on the 
intersubjective work towards the collective reinvention of educational subjects and of a 
mutually recognizable semiotic trans-space. 
 
 5.1 Negotiating reflective action amidst bantering: fragmentation and disorder 

Scenes 1 and 2 are related to different stages of the same lesson. They occurred during a 
class held in the initial phase of the project in which the students were still familiarizing 
themselves with the praxis of interrogating common sense ideas. Its overall purpose was 
to unsettle identity dualisms and the binary logic permeating discursive constructions of 
gender and sexuality, by using media texts to generate any level of dislodgment. In this 
preliminary moment students’ participation repertoire is quite limited. Although they 
display willingness to participate, there is recurrent laughter and turmoil as many speak 
at the same time, trying to capture the teacher’s attention. Others remain attentive but 
silent. Julio fits the latter case.  
     According to my field notes, many teachers categorized him as “the principal’s 
grandson”, typecasting the boy as a shy student who only spoke when addressed to, in 
which cases contributions were always made in a very low tone of voice. It seems that 
the prevailing attribute (“the principal’s grandson”) has had a great impact on the 
youngster’s socialization process. Julio himself, during an interview carried out seven 
years after he has finished school, refers to the effects of the constant recycling of the 
label: “what most affected me here was being the principal’s grandson, for ten years 
here (…) I couldn’t do anything. Whatever I did in school, I could not hide it. Because 
if anything happened, she would call me down, I had to go downstairs. As soon as I 
reached the corridor, my grandma went, ‘So, YOU!’”. It is thus plausible to think that 
this kind of all-encompassing iterated typification may account, as least partially, for 
Julio’s interactional “invisibility” in the first months of fieldwork, as the classroom 
scene below illustrates. 
     The task at hand develops around an activity consisting of the analysis of an e-mail 
message - with a clear humorous, albeit debatable, intent - entitled “Faggot stuff”6. The 
teacher (T) and the researcher (R) are standing on the platform and, in a collaborative 
duet, try to decenter the ironic text from its original virtual context and recontexualize it 
as a didactic artifact subject to reflective thinking.  
     The conversation about labels that follows takes place right after students have read 
the e-mail message and completed the boxes (“Homosexual” stuff / “Heterosexual 
stuff”). 
 

Scene 1 - 2 March
7
 

 

 
01 
02 

 
R: 

                  ((pointing at the chart)) 
Because, look he- do you think that this is a label? Imagine if it 
went like that= 

                            

6 The text, extracted from an e-mail message, was presented as in the handout reproduced in Appendix 1 
(all content has been translated into English for the purposes of this paper). 

7 The notations used to indicate prosody and paralanguage can be found in Appendix 2. 
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03 
 
04   

T: =ALL GAY PEOPLE  ARE LIKE THAT, colon, they like  
((reading the information in the chart)) 
(0.1) how does it go? Let’s go!=                                                 

05 R: =they like cats= 
((students follow the handout)) 

06 T: =they like cats, they eat half of everything, they’re finicky= 
07 Paulo: =they don´t [keep looking at naked women all the time 
08 
09 

T:             [they don´t keep looking hu:: at naked women (0.1)ALL 
THE TIME, >the important thing is all the time< 

10 class: [((@@@@; students talk at the same time))    
11 Miguel: [I don’t look at naked women. 
 
12 

 
Pedro: 

((to Miguel)) 
[ ˚I like to look but I don´t keep looking all the time˚ 

 
13 

 
T: 

((pointing at Pedro)) 
So= 

14 Boy: = He looks a little to copy a little, to put silicone breasts= 
15 class: ((@@@@; students talk all at the same time)) 
16 R: But look, the question is, can we say that [ALL behavior 
17 
18 

T:                                            [that everybody 
                                            is like that?= 

19 R: That EVERYBODY is like that?= 
20 class: =NO= 
21 R: You have a cat,[gay. You have a dog (0.1) That’s a label. 
22 T:                [He has a cat! 
23 Carlos:                [I have a dog. 
24 class: ((@@@@; students talk all at the same time)) 
 
 
25 
26 
27 

 
 
T: 
 
 

((halting hand; the researcher sits on a chair below the 
chalkboard))                       
[Look, GUYS (0.1) so (0.1) A MOMENT PLEASE! Shhh! I know you are 
concerned with the cat issue, a moment please. LISTEN! Pay 
attention! Otherwise we can’t move on. 

 
28 
29 

Julio: 
 

((talking with the researcher sitting in front of him)) 
[˚teacher, I have almost thirty Playboy magazines and I don’t keep 
looking at them all the time.˚ 

30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
 
35 

T: <WE, step by step, since last class, have been working with >an 
issue<, ALL OF US are different. Haven’t we departed from there? 
(0.1) Everybody said- then, among all differences, WE picked out a 
group, which, in fact, has been excluded, has been  called, 
LABELED>, look >I’m using the word label now<, <labeled as 
  ((staccato)) 
as abnormal> , didn’t we? = 

36 Miguel: =abnormal behavior!= 
37 
 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 

T: 
 

                              ((points at Miguel)) 
=and saying that <whoever has that behavior is abnormal. And then 
we started searching for words in different media (0.1) how that 
idea is constructed! How that idea reaches everybody (0.1) we got 
a text which is an e-mail message, in which the author is using 
diminutives, as you have seen, and is saying <ALL gay people are 
like that>. How? As we have seen in that label= 

 
43 
 

 
R: 

  ((taking a standing position)) 
= so, is that text creating a label? 
((some students signal boredom: some yawn; others lay back on 
their desks; some lean the head on one hand or on the desk 
covering it with the handout)) 

44 class: Yes!= 
45 T: = It is creating it!= 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

R: = it is creating a label. Now, when we create a label for a group 
we are automatically creating a label for the other. This is what 
this chart is showing. If we say, all gay people are like that, 
people who are not gay have also to be another way. So what would 
heterosexuals be like? = 

51 Miguel: = They enjoy watching naked women = 
52 
53 

T: = let’s check the other side. So ALL men have to enjoy watching 
naked women ALL THE TIME! 

54 class: [((students talk at the same time)) 
55 
55 
56 

R: 
 

                                             ((points at Julio)) 
[But we (0.1) we already have an example from your classmate here. 
Your classmate said, “Well, I have magazines with naked women at 
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57 home but I don’t keep- ALL the time” wasn’t that what you said? 
58 T: [So, look here! = 
59 class: [((students talk at the same time)) 
60 
60 
61 

Miguel: 
 

 ((addressing the teacher)) 
[Teacher, I even like it but I don’t have money to buy magazines 
every day = 

62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 

T: OK! GUYS, we are wandering away. We have work to do. So, moving 
on. If, in fact, it is saying, providing the label ALL gay people 
are like this (0.1) whoever is not gay has to be like that, isn’t 
it? It’s the this guise-that guise joke. So, ALL heterosexuals 
DON’T LIKE EITHER STUDYING OR TIDYING UP THE HOUSE. (0.1) Is that 
so? = 

68 Miguel: = I like studying. 
 

    The teacher and the researcher, performing a duet, engage in entextualization, 
recontextualizing the “humorous” e-mail message within a critical-reflective frame. As 
they take turns discussing, as well as questioning, the labeling process implied in the 
dichotomy constructed by the handout exercise (lines 01-05 and 16-19), students8 
respond in different ways. Some, for instance, ratifying the serious key being 
negotiated, either complement the teacher’s talk (like Paulo, on line 07, and Miguel, on 
lines 36 / 51) or contribute with counter-empirical examples, displaying an 
understanding of the inappropriateness of labels to describe sexualities. This seems to 
be the case of Miguel and Pedro (lines 11-12 and 68) as they, interrupting the trivial 
repetition of sedimented discourses, confront the dichotomous approach of the exercise 
with their own personal experience. However, although the mentioned participants are 
apparently able to spot the inconsistencies present in the binary proposition 
“heterosessual vs. homosexual”, other students, like Carlos, rush into foregrounding 
their position as male (line 23). His move is followed by Julio whose timid contribution 
(lines 28-29), made in a very low tone of voice, is ambivalent in that he simultaneously 
performs hegemonic masculinity and aligns himself critically toward essentialist labels, 
which signals the aforementioned tension between sameness and difference. The teacher 
and the researcher take turns acknowledging students as interlocutors (line 13, for 
example), either by incorporating what they say to the lesson - which is very often done 
by repetition and recycling (cf. lines 8, 37 and 52-53) or, by entextualising it as a useful 
contribution, which is what the researcher does concerning Julio’s almost inaudible 
example (55-57), bringing the boy’s voice into the spotlight. This move will be 
reiterated across other encounters, bringing about persistent consequences which can be 
tracked down. The motion is discontinuous though. 
     As the kind of more cooperative key cohabits with many instances in which students 
talk at the same time, in a playful and bantering key (lines 10, 15, 24, 54, 59) producing 
a lot of noise and fragmentation of the lesson, many times, the teacher seems to frame 
students’ actions as “disorder”, a perception which leads her to discipline the class by 
increasing her tone of voice and explicitly reprimanding the group, in an attempt to 
“calm” the class down (lines 25-27 and 62-67). Other times, using a didactic register, 
she recycles content in staccato, re-entextualizing the group’s collective reflexive 
journey, a process indexed through the inclusive “we” employed (lines 30-42). 
Although such kind of pedagogic relaying seems, at first, to soothe students and to 
involve them in meaning-making (which is indicated by Miguel’s complementary move 
on line 36), the constructed relation between the exercise of control regarding 
interaction and recontextualization processes, ends up by producing boredom and 
putting students off (cf. line 43). 

                            

8 Pseudonyms have been used to preserve participants’ anonymity. 
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     In fact the pendular movement between cooperation / engagement and “disruption” / 
“disengagement” seems to spring from contrasting principles at play, producing 
contradictory interpretive effects. On the one hand, the traditional spatial arrangement 
and the employed classroom management devices (such as triadic sequence, control of 
turn-taking, of attention-focus and of entextualisation processes, and sanctions directed 
at disruptions) establish a level of asymmetry which favors canonical forms of 
interaction. On the other hand, these orientations clash with the purpose of encouraging 
whole-class discussion and inciting jointly produced discourse based on silenced taboo 
topics on the educational agenda (such as sexuality). Although students seem to respond 
to these guidelines positively, engaging in what Rampton (2006) terms hyper-
involvement and exuberant participation, their performances, tuning out from normative 
interactional patterns, are interpreted as disruptive behavior. Therefore, a subtle sort of 
unsettling insinuates itself in this text-oriented interaction as the repetition of 
historically “cemented” practices establishes frictional contact with students’ 
microresistances to conventional interpretations of classroom order. Both the detected 
attrition and the potential, however delicate, form of dislodgment implicated in it gain 
more visibility in the continuation of the above sequence, which takes place in the 
second part of the same class.  

The pedagogical procedures that are being employed in scene 2 below have to 
do with the observation of varied multimodal media texts portraying gay couples that 
escape conventional stereotyping, by drawing students’ attention to multiple forms of 
life. The images have been organized sequentially ranging from the less conventional to 
the more stereotypical: two lesbian ballerinas, two gay businessmen in their office; two 
gay men who have adopted four babies, and two gay men wearing cut-offs, whose body 
posture could be labeled as effeminate according to common sense stereotypes (the case 
of the image in line 91 below).  
 

Scene 2 - 2 March (cont’d) 
 
72 
73 
74 
75 

 
T: 

((stretches out her right arm, waving her right hand down)) 
We are then (.) going to show (.) ATTENTION (.) we’re going to show 
you now several images that have been collected, from different 
sources, magazines, newspapers etc. It’s important that we analyse 
them very carefully, OK? Shall we (.) pay attention, then?= 

76 
77 
78 
79 

R: =For the time being I just want you to look, and pay attention to 
the information I am going to provide. First I want you to compare 
these images I am going to show you, with the ones you have here 
and with the chart. Let’s see. 

80 
81 
82 

class: ((students talk at the same time, giggle and laugh humorously and 
mockingly but at the same time keeping an inquisitive and curious 
stance )) 

83 
84 

T: ATTENTION! GUYS! LOOK! A couple and four children. They have 
adopted the children= 

85 R: =a couple and four children. Another picture (.) 
86 Class: ((keeps silent, focusing attention on the projected image)) 
87 R: Here we have a couple [(.)they’re businessman= 
88 Pedro:                       [They are the same as the previous one= 
89 
90 
91 

R: =No, this is another couple. They’re wearing a suit and a tie (.) 
they work for a, multinational company (.)and they are married, 
they live together. ((changes the image)) 

92 
93 
94 
95 

class: [((bursts out laughing)) 
[Hei:::::::::! 
[It’s a gay couple! 
[Oh, boy! 

96 
97 

Miguel: (( pointing at the projection and mimicking the pose))  
[How cute! Their pose is really cute! 

98 
 
99 

Julio: 
 

[(( moves arms and legs hectically; then, with his right hand in a 
fist, keeps punching his left hand; finally, covers his mouth with 
both hands)) 
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     The teacher and the researcher, latching their turns in a rhythmic duet, start providing 
the group with instructions concerning the next activity. Upon so doing, they make it 
clear the successive entextualisations participants are expected to engage in (lines 72-
79). Students are dealing with media images that have been lifted out of their production 
context and are trying to recontextualise them as pedagogical artifacts; they are 
supposed to develop the recontextualisation process by placing the images in two new 
contexts, i.e., 1) comparing them with the images in the handout they had worked with 
in the first part of the class, and 2) establishing connections between the images and the 
labels in the chart homosexual stuff / heterosexual stuff.  
      The invitation to recycle a topic, together with the nature of the debate (on taboo 
themes), seems to gradually invite students to join in. However, the interaction 
frequently tends to become quite boisterous (lines 80-82), however active it may be. As 
an overall effect, conflicting frames permeate the on-going entextualisations since the 
serious key being negotiated is constantly faced with rekeyings - signaled in different 
ways, depending on how far the images and the information being displayed challenge 
the common sense heterosexual matrix. The initial giggling and joking mentioned 
above, little by little give way to outbursts of laughter (line 92), mocking and bantering 
(lines 92-94), stylization of stereotyped homosexuality (lines 96-97) and loss of control 
of the body (lines 98-99). Regarding the latter, Julio’s performance epitomizes the kind 
of uneasiness one may experience when one’s meaning repertoire is shaken by being 
confronted with stigmatized and “abject” identities. The boy does not say anything; his 
body motion, however, and the hands in his mouth give his agitation and astonishment 
away - as he locally performs the sociocultural censorship toward marginalized beings 
(Butler 1997), those one is not supposed to speak of.  
     As a pedagogic device, the syllabus the teacher and researcher have designed 
contains different instances of repetitive affirmation of topics (at this point, sexualities) 
present in a variety of tasks whose purpose, like in the task in question, is to push 
students into reflecting a little further on normativity patterns and identity stereotypes 
and to make room for their voice. In fact there is iteration of expectations concerning 
students’ active participation and self-expression. Therefore, although restlessness of 
the kind reported above figures in the beginning of the study as a current reaction, along 
the academic year, it is interesting to notice the shifting and more perduring effects of 
strategic replication upon the group in general and Julio in particular, engendering new 
alignments. 
 

5.2 Conflicting keys: frame negotiation 

The following class happens almost a week later. Students are working in small groups, 
analysing a comic strip “Homem que é homem” (Real men,) by Maurício de Souza, a 
famous Brazilian cartoonist whose work students are familiar with. The purpose of the 
activity is to have students compare the cartoon with the previously discussed e-mail 
message (“Faggot stuff”), leading them to detect the critical tone of the former. The 
teacher mills around encouraging students to accomplish the task and solving their 
doubts. 
     Several tape recorders are scattered in different parts of the classroom and the one 
placed next to the group formed by Pedro, Fabio and Julio captures the talk transcribed 
below, when the teacher stops by and recycles instructions. 
 

Scene 3: 7 March 

01 
02 

T: Look at the activity. Compare, do it with Julio, it’s related to 
that first text Faggot stuff, what does it have to do with this 
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03 comic strip? 
04 Fabio: I don’t know. 
05 Julio: Teacher, because both talk about gay people. 
06 T: Both talk about gay people = 
07 Fabio: = Yeah. 
08 T: What else? Can’t you work out anything else? = 
09 Fabio: = So, teacher, I’m a fag. 
10 T: Do they do that in the same way? = 
11 Julio: = No. 
12 Fabio: Because some fit in with the chart and others don’t. 
13 
 

T: 
 

((pointing at the comic strip)) 
Is this one trying to be funny? 

14 
15 
16 

All: [No. 
[It is. 
[It isn’t, it isn’t. 

17 
 

T: 
 

((pointing to the e-mail message “Faggot stuff”)) 
And that one? 

18 
 
 

Julio: 
 
 

       ((modulating his voice, reproducing  
          stereotypical “gay” intonation)) 
It is. Bad girl! 

19 
 
 

Fabio: 
 
 

((modulating his voice, reproducing stereotypical “gay” 
intonation)) 
Oh,my, I’m going to be ashamed of myself. 

20 
21 

T: Do you think that the way this guy here, this Adolfo, sees faggots, 
is the same way Mauricio de Souza sees them? 

22 Fabio: No. 
23 T: What is different? This is what I want you to realize. 
24 Julio: OK! 

((teacher walks away)) 
 

  The teacher, in helping students with the demands of the reflective chore, seems to 
rely on problem-posing as a means to engage them in reasoning. She does so either by 
asking questions (as in lines 02-03, 08, 10, 13, 17, 20-21 and 23) or by repeating 
contributions verbatim (line 06) - interactional moves that encourage youngsters to 
elaborate on the ideas they chime in.  
     Although they respond within the suggested small group discussion frame, the 
conversation is rekeyed several times in unconventional ways, which can be read as 
instances of microresistances to teacher’s authority. Fabio, for instance, answers a 
question jokingly (line 09) in a self-ridicule performance which, by recycling the “fag 
epithet” (Pascoe 2007) - an aspect of sociocultural gender policing9 - seems to be 
affirming his maleness. Nevertheless, as his humorous-pejorative alignment is ratified 
neither by the teacher, who asks another question (line 10) nor by Julio, who, answering 
the question, acknowledges the teacher, not Fabio, as primary speaker (line 11), the 
serious-reflective key is restored and teacher-led conjoint reflection develops (lines 13-
18). 
     More unconventional rekeying occurs though when, in response to the teacher’s 
questions (cf. line 17), Julio, followed by Fabio, improvise stylisations (lines 18-19). 
Their stylised performances, which reanimate the “fag discourse” once again (as a 
response to the e-mail message they are supposed to analyse), do not disrupt the on-
going reflective process; quite to the contrary, it seems that the heightened 
metapragmatic awareness implied in stylisation (Rampton 2006; Coupland 2007) 
contributes to the group’s understanding of the contrast the teacher is seeking to 
establish between the two texts at hand sharing a comical tone (one that is critical of 
                            

9 According to Pascoe’s research (2007), high school boys make fun of others who fail to perform 
normative masculinity and  heterosexual prowess, routinely deploying the fag epithet as an insult - in fact 
a self-assertion strategy operating a contrast between unmasculine boys and those who can be said to be 
manly. 
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identity stereotypes and another that reifies them). The reflectivity-reflexivity at play is 
signaled by Fabio’s and Julio’s answers (lines 22 and 24 respectively). Entextualisation 
is hence intensified, students, this time, playing a more agentive role - an outcome of 
the constant dialogue between historical and emergent meanings, which can be seen 
here achieving prolonged effects, as we shall see next. 
 

5.3 New frame: toward serious and reflexive keys 

Following the implementation of the designed syllabus through different classes, it can 
be observed that teacher and researcher started negotiating new interactional rules and 
spatial arrangements with the group so that the conditions for cooperative reflective 
work could be accomplished - a strategic move that has led them to resort to circle 
formation during debate forums and to gradually loosen control of interaction. 
Therefore, along with the shift in the occupation of space, a configuration which 
allowed for eye-contact among participants, there were also shifts in the way power was 
exercised in the classroom. Among other actions, for example, teacher and students 
started sharing the management of the turn-taking system during a significant part of the 
lessons dedicated to the presentation of pupils’ research work - an activity that framed 
students’ production as legitimate knowledge. As the youngsters became more and 
more responsible for presenting self-authored tasks, their voice gained visibility and 
redefined classroom interaction. 
     The impact of such interactional-pedagogic procedures upon students’ identities in 
general, and Julio in particular, can be appraised in the next scene, a class discussion 
occurring a few months after the interactional events considered in the previous 
sections. During the conversation in question, students, forming a big circle, exchange 
ideas about sociocultural generalizations and stereotypes, which has to do with the 
research task they carried out at home10. The teacher is outside the circle, standing on 
the platform, in a strategic attempt to decenter control and encourage students to occupy 
the conversational floor. 
 

Scene 4: 31 August 

 
01 
02 

T: ((standing on the platform)) 
So, let’s raise other issues? Other types of stereotypes                
[(0.1) Shall we?       

03 Bete: [((raises her hand)) 
 
04 
 
05 
06 
07 

 
T: 
 
Bete: 

((pointing at Bete)) 
Go ahead!=   
  ((keeping eye-contact with the group)) 
= I also have here that all gay people dress up like women and that 
all blonds are dumb. It’s a widely used sentence in [society. My 
mother dies her hair,like a::ll – there’s an aunt of  

08 Group:                                                        [yeah 
09 
10 

Luca:                                                        [there’s  
                                                        even ... 

11 
12 

Bete: mine who teases her like she’s dumb just because she’s blond, but I 
think that’s a widely used sentence = 

13 Luca: = there’s even a song = 
14 
 

T: 
  

                          ((pointing at herself)) 
There are several examples of blonds, who aren’t [dumb and   

                            

10 Here is a description of the task as it figures in a handout: “Homework: Think about current 
stereotypes/generalizations in our society regarding:  GIRLS, BOYS, WOMEN, MEN. Look for any kind 
of information / illustrations in magazines, newspapers, comic strips or on the Internet that either 
reproduce or challenge the gender stereotypes discussed above. Bring the material in next class.”                  
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15 Group:                                                  [@@@ 
16 
17 

T: the issue that you have also raised that all ... what was the 
issue?   

18 Bete: That all gay people dress up like women = 
19 T: = all gay people dress up like women. 
20 
 
21 

Julio: ((raising his hand)) 
Teacher, one day uh::::, I think it was on the news-on the news 
[cha::>like a TV program< then they were shooting the   

22 T: [Speak up, Julio! 
23 
 
 
24 
 
25 

Julio:                                               ((puffing up his 
                                                chest)) 
people walking by and asking if they were gay,a super-buff guy 
passed by, next to another, and then they asked, if the guy was 
   ((puffing up his chest; mean face)) 
gay, a super-buff guy like that =             

26 T: = wearing men’s clothes? 
27 Julio: = Yeah! Normal. 
28 Fred: And what about Jean in Big Brother? 
29 Ana: He’s not gay. 
30 
 
31 

Fred: ((mockingly))                              
No:::. <he’s there.> among a bunch of hot chicks, you got to be 
kidding me! 

32 Carol: ((raises her hand)) 
33 T: Go ahead. 
34 
35 
36 

Carol: Those images we saw in the beginning of the year about ... then 
initially we could see-but gay people don’t wear pink, like they 
can be wearing ties ....             

 

     A striking feature of the above interaction is the new conversational ethos orienting 
classroom talk. Our field notes have registered a significant decrease in the amount of 
noise in the classroom so that intercommunication started running more smoothly, as 
students have practiced to count on listenership both to negotiate a sense of order and to 
tune to classmates’ discourse, a kind of reciprocal action they have come to consider as 
essential to the cooperative learning process they have been experiencing. Indicative of 
this shift is the tone of voice that is now being employed - much lower than before - and 
the fact that participants seem to be attending to all interlocutors’ contributions. For 
example, Bete signals her willingness to participate by raising her hand (line 3) and 
waiting for the teacher’s command to start addressing the group (“Go ahead” in line 4), 
whose attention she manages to capture. 
     Pupils’ focus on her talk (lines 5-12) - entextualizing the discourse of the effeminate 
gay and of the dumb blond - is signaled through the several complementary moves 
produced by the group (“yeah”, in line 8); by Luca, who overlaps his talk in an attempt 
to provide an example of what Bete is saying (“there’s even” / there’s even a song”, in 
lines 9-10 and 13); and, by the teacher, who, building upon the girl’s contribution 
concerning her mother and aunt, resorts to the fact that she is fair-haired to join Bete in 
her questioning of the common sense association concerning female light hair and 
stupidity11 (line 14). Interlocutors respond with laughter (in line 15), briefly casting the 
interaction into a playful key; however, the emotional stance it indicates seems to be far 
away from the teasing detected in the previous interactions examined. Quite to the 
contrary, re-keying here seems to be functioning as endorsement, with overtones of 
camaraderie and rapport. All these alignments, in agreement with one of the projected 
topics, not only ratify the youngster’s position as knowledge-producer but also point to 
the shared control of the on-going entextualization process, indicating that participants’ 
access to  (re)contextualization practices is more evenly distributed than in previous 
lessons.  

                            

11 In the Brazilian context this kind of generalization is quite common. 
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     At this point, interaction is re-keyed again as the teacher requests that Bete restate 
the second topic she had raised (lines 16-17), which has been somehow backgrounded 
by the idea of the “clueless blond”12. In the joint process of discourse-text reanimation 
(lines 18-19) regarding the generalizing idea “all gay people dress up like women”, Bete 
and the teacher seem to enhance interlocutors’ participation, who, in turn, bring in 
relevant empirical examples to the on-going talk. Julio is the first one to do so. 
Although he raises his hand and addresses the teacher (line 20), aligning himself as a 
student, he is ratified by the whole group as a conversational partner, a process 
emphasized by the teacher’s request for a louder tone of voice (“Speak up!”, in line 22) 
so that the attentive audience could hear. The boy responds by engaging in stylization of 
the stereotypical male - i.e. tough and mean - (lines 23-25), performed through gestural 
and facial expression, a kind of key that indicates a change in his previous timid stance. 
Julio seems to be more assertive and confident now, his performance actively 
contributing to the continuity of the lesson. One can say that the previously out-of-site 
performer now takes center stage and commandeers the renvoi of the discussion on 
labels carried out in the beginning of the year. This procedure leads students to engage 
in co-operative critical reasoning, this time, through the problems posed by students 
themselves. 
     Fred, for instance, in his uptake of Julio’s address, brings about an example, in the 
form of a question, (line 28) which endorses the point his classmate is trying to make 
(that not all gay people look like women). He mentions a TV celebrity13, Jean, who, 
despite not displaying clichéd performances of sexuality, described himself as gay.  
That description is not ratified by Ana who, enacting an oppositional alignment (line 
29), prompts different rekeyings. Fred’s ironical-confrontational position (lines 34-36) - 
signaled by lexicon (“a bunch of hot chicks”), voice quality and intonational contour 
projects a mockery key which briefly reframes the interaction. The confrontational 
exchange is short-lived, though. Besides not finding resonance in the group, it is 
redefined by Carol who, signaling her intention to have a turn at speaking (line32), 
resumes the task at hand in a more serious key. And she does so by relaying once again 
the discussion (lines 34-36) examined in scene 2 above, and developing a little further 
the topic introduced by Julio. A sense of continuity is thus cooperatively established as 
participants, attending to each other, produce multiple recycling: they build discourse on 
preceding contributions; they allude to TV intertexts; they refer to previous lessons. 
Upon so doing, they entextualize local and translocal discourses within the expected 
critical-reflective frame, problematizing social stereotypes. Therefore, not only is there 
continuity of topic but also continuity of epistemic alignments which are appropriate to 
the task at hand, i.e., questioning normativity patterns. We thus witness in-progress 
change being improvised and new kinds of individuals and consistent actions 
materializing over streams of repetition. 
     Despite the fact that the scene shows new visibility and control regimens being 
conjointly crafted, it would be naïve in the extreme to claim that traditional classroom 
relations have collapsed or have been totally redefined; that the teacher, the researcher 

                            

12 It seems that, by now, students have become so familiar with thematizing sexuality and acknowledging 
it as an educational theme, that other stereotyped  identities (such as the” stupid blond”) draw their 
attention and get foregrounded. This possible interpretation can be supported by the prevailing serious 
key concerning the talk on sexuality.  
13 At the time the data was generated, one of the many versions of Big Brother Brazil was being aired. 
Jean, the most popular participant in the reality show, was awarded the final prize. Sensationalist 
publications speculated whether the prize was related to the fact that he openly declared his 
homosexuality. 
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and the students started playing equal roles in the development of the lessons; that 
stereotypes and essentialized approaches to marginalized alterities have been shaken; or 
even that students, and Julio in particular, have redescribed their identies. Such claims 
cannot be made - an impossibility signaled by participants themselves when they 
display acknowledgement of and orientation to institutional power. For example, the 
course of each lesson is still determined by the activity the teacher and the researcher 
have designed; students are expected to follow suit; in spite of the turn being up for 
grabs, they still seek the teacher’s consent; the teacher does not restrain herself from 
playing the role of authority. Nonetheless, it is undeniable that compliance with 
institutional practices shares space now with new orienting rules intertwined with an 
emerging form of life, one in which small-scale transgressions are accomplished, in 
which students are more in control and in which they create conditions for their voice to 
be heard. Their seeming insignificance, however, is essential to processes of change and 
to local reconfigurations which, as argued before, are necessarily engendered amidst the 
attrition of persistence and contingency, a particular form of movement pertaining to 
transcontexts, whose propeller is the very rubbing of structure against emergent micro-
agencies. 
 

 

6. Final Considerations  
So what does Julio’s trajectory of socialization and the scrutinized collective travel tell 
us about educational transcontexts and the way fluxes operate in them?  
     Firstly, it suggests that local reconstructions of school identities are possible and that 
they come into existence and sediment across textual streams and events - a process in 
which regularity and unsteadiness play a central role in the accomplishment of 
coherence, connectivity and continuity. It is fashioned through links between instant 
episodes of language use and their uptake in other episodes, drawing our attention to the 
productive role of recycling and repetition, as they have helped the focused students to 
establish connectivity between strips of meaning activities. It thus seems that the 
practice of revoicing in which all participants got involved have had consequential 
effects concerning identity work, whose persistence could be examined. Upon following 
the discontinuous path the group has pursued from fragmented, boisterous and isolated 
actions - which created a sense of apparent disconnected discourse - to more 
coordinated activity, one could observe how students got organized and resignified their 
sense of both collective self and, as Julio’s trajectory epitomizes, of socialization and 
participation potential. 
     Secondly, Julio’s journey sheds light on the kind of flow I think is characteristic of 
educational trasncontexts, approached as interactional mobile environments comprising 
both perduring and shifting aspects. The continuous movement of successive discourse-
text entextualizations is not linear or smooth but carved into fragmented and crevassed 
surfaces, full of historically saturated semantic routes that may or may not be reshaped 
by contingent meanings in flux. In the case of the itinerary in focus, the interrelatedness 
of micro-interactional and ample-scale domains has led to some level of local 
restructuring which can be illustrated by 1) the way canonical panoptic control has been 
rearticulated by educational social actors, 2) the way students’ voice has come to 
participate in classroom meaning-making; 3) the way taboo topics such as gender and 
sexuality have come to be handled in a serious key during classes; and 4) the way that 
more agentive selves have materialized. Therefore, within the constraints of the 
institutional realm, frame patterns of interaction management, levels of asymmetry, 
authority roles, visibility and hierarchisation systems, voicing possibilities, classroom 
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talk and the educational topical agenda have been renegotiated generating not only the 
conditions for the accomplishment of reflective thinking but also, and most importantly, 
for new identity amalgams, as provisional as they may be. 
     Thirdly, the overall experience may contribute to the understanding of transformative 
action, indicating that reliance on what is familiar is part and parcel of the instantiation 
of alternative meanings. Taken in conjunction, my analytical considerations highlighted 
the complex systems of reference and replication and the ways they produce translocal 
connections between interactional occasions, meanings, texts and contexts, indicating 
that a socioconstructionist view of the social world and relationships has to account for 
the solidified repertoires at play. Their apparent fixity can acquire new contours through 
repetition “assaults”. 
     Within this framework, it becomes paramount, therefore, that we seriously consider 
replication in classroom interaction together with the emergent and prolonged meaning 
effects that establish, regulate and modify the experience of selfhood and otherness in 
schooling processes and trajectories of socialization, scrutinizing the delicate, 
nonetheless meaningful, identity work in progress. Significant reworkings and 
mutations, as the ones detected here, may be under way. 
 

 

--------------------- 

 

References   

Agha, A. 2007. Language and Social relations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Bakhtin, M. 1981. The dialogic imagination: four essays. Michael Holquist (Ed.). Austin: The 
     University of Texas Press. 
Bauman, R. & Briggs, C. 2009/1990. Poetics and performance as critical perspectives on 
      language and social life. In Coupland, N; Jaworski (eds.) The new Sociolinguistics Reader. 
      New York: Palgrave Macmillan,607-614. 
Bauman, Z. 2000. Liquid modernity. Cambridge: Polity Press. 
Blommaert, J. 2005. Discourse: key topics in Sociolinguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge  
      University Press. 
Blommaert, J.   2010. The Sociolingusitics of globalization. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
      Press. 
Chouriaraki, L. & Fairclough, N. 1999. Discourse in Late Modernity. Edinburgh: Edinburgh 
      University Press. 
Collins, J. 1996. Socialization to text: structure and contradiction in schooled literacy. In 
      Silverstein, M.; Urban, G (eds.) Natural Histories of Discourse. Chicago: The 
      University of Chicago Press, 203-228. 
Cope, B. & Kalantzis, M. 2000. Multiliteracies: literacy learning and the design of social 
       futures. London: Routledge. 
Coupland, N.  2007. Style: language variation and identity. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
       Press. 
Duranti, A. & Goodwin, C. 1992. Rethinking context: language as an interactional  
      phenomenon. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Ellwood, Constance . 2006. On coming out and coming undone: sexualities and reflexivities in 
      language education research. Journal of Language, Identity and Education 5 (1), 11-30.  

Epstein, Deborah and Johnson, Richard. 1998. Schooling sexualities. Buckingham: Open 
      University Press. 
Fabrício, B.F. & Moita-Lopes, L.P. 2010. A dinâmica dos (re)posicionamentos de sexualidade 

em práticas de letramento escolar: entre oscilações e desestabilizações sutis. In Moita 
Lopes, L. P.; Bastos, L. C. (Eds.) Para além da identidade: fluxos, movimentso e trânsitos. 
Belo Horizonte: Ed. UFMG, pp. 283- 314. 



 23 

Fairclough, N. 2006. Language and Globalization. London: Routledge. 
Foucault, M. 1975. Discipline and punish. New York: Random House. 
Foucault, M. 1978. The History of sexuality, Volume 1: an introduction. New York: Vintage 
       Books. 
  Foucault, M. 1979. Microfísica do Poder. Rio de Janeiro: Graal. 
Gee, J. 1995. An Introduction to Discourse Analysis.London: Routledge 
Goffman, E. 1974. Frame analysis. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Gumperz, J. 1982. Discourse Strategies. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Heath, S. B. 1983. Ways with words: language, life, and work in communities and classrooms. 
       Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Irvine, J. T. 1996. Shadow conversations: the indeterminacy of participant roles. In Silverstein, 
      M.; Urban, G (eds.) Natural Histories of Discourse. Chicago: The University of 
      Chicago Press, 131-159. 
Kendon, A. 1990. Spatial organization in social encounters: the F-formation system. In: A. 
      Kendon, Conducting interaction. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 204-237. 
Kress, G. 2010. Multimodality: a social semiotic approach to contemporary communication. 
      London: Routledge. 
Letts, W.J. & Sears, J. T.(eds.) 1998. Queering Elementary Education: advancing the dialogue 
about sexualities and schooling. London: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers. 
Lindstrom, L. 1992. Context contests: debatable truth statements on Tanna (Vanuatu). In 
      Duranti, A.; Goodwin, C. Rethinking context: language as an interactional phenomenon. 
      Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 101-124. 
Louro, Guacira Lopes. 1997. Gênero, sexualidade e educação. Uma perspectiva pós-
estruturalista. Petrópolis: Vozes. 
Maybin, J. & Moss, G. 1993. Talk about texts: reading as a social event. Journal of Research in 
         Reading 16 (2), 138-137. 
Moita-Lopes, L.P. & Fabrício, B.F. in press. Hybridity as a site for making another logic 
      possible: gender and sexuality trans-experiences through school/TV literacy practices. In 
      Clemente, A., Higgins,M. Opening Spaces and Borders: Transmodern Revelations 
      Through Language and Literacy Practices. 
Mertz, E. 1996. Recontextualization as socialization: text and pragmatics in the Law School 
      classroom. In Silverstein, M.; Urban, G (eds.) Natural Histories of Discourse. 
      Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 229-252. 
Ochs, E. 1996/2009. Linguistic Resources for socializing Humanity. In Coupland, N; Jaworski 
       (eds.) The new Sociolinguistics Reader. New York: Palgrave Macmillan,405-424. 
Pascoe, J.C. Dude, You’re a fag: masculinity and sexuality in high school. Berkley: University 
        of California Press. 
Pennycook, A. 2007. Global Englishes and transcultural flows. London: Routledge. 
Pennycook, A. 2010. Language as a social practice. London:Routledge. 
Rampton, B. 2006.  Language in Late Modernity: interaction in an urban school. Cambridge: 
       Cambridge University Press.   
Rampton, B. 2010. From ‘multi-ethnic adolescent heteroglosssia’ to ‘contemporary urban 
      vernaculars’. Working Papers in Urban Language and Literacies 61, available at 
   www.kcl.ac.uk/ldc. 
Schegloff, E.A. 1992. In another context. In Duranti, A. & Goodwin, C. Rethinking context: 
      language as an interactional  phenomenon. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 229- 
      252. 
Silverstein, M. & Urban, G. 1996. Silverstein, M.; Urban, G. The natural history of 
      discourse. In Silverstein, M.; Urban, G (eds.) Natural Histories of Discourse. 
      Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1-17. 
Street, B. 1984. Literacy in theory and practice. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Tannen, D. 2006. Intertextuality in interaction: reframing family arguments in public and 
private. Text & Talk 26-4/5:597-617. 
Urban, G. 1996. Entextualization, replication and power. In Silverstein, M.; Urban, G (eds.) 
      Natural Histories of Discourse, 21-44. 



 24 

      Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1-17. 
Wortham, S. 2005. Socialization beyond the speech event. Journal of Linguistic Anthropology 
Vol. 15-1, 95-112. 
 
 

Appendix 1: handout exercise 
 

From: “Adolfo da Silva” <adolfofobs@nicemail.com> 
To: Roberto Barbosa 

Date: 10 May 2004 

CC: 

Subject: Faggot stuff 

Faggot stuff 
Being on the Internet for more than 6 minutes without visiting a site on naked 

women; 

Studying and tidying the house: this is chick stuff; 

Asking for half food portions: half portions are for half men; 

Having a pet cat: cats are effeminate dogs; they’re finicky. 
 

Now, based on this e-mail message, fill out the chart below: 

      “homosexual” stuff “heterosexual” stuff 
 

  

 

  

 

  

 

 watching naked women all the 

time; 

 disliking studying and tidying 

the house; 

  

 

Appendix 2: Transcription conventions 
 

((  )) transcriber comment 
[ simultaneous / overlapping talk 

underline emphatic stress 
CAPS loudness 

= latching, indicating there is no interruption in the flow of talk 
(0.3) pause (in seconds) 
(.) micro pause 
, continuous intonation 
. falling intonation 
? rising intonation 

>text< spoken quickly 
<text> spoken slowly 

: lengthened sound 
˚text̊  segment quieter than the surrounding talk 

- abrupt breaks 
@@@ laughs 

… hesitation 
 
Adapted from ATKINSON, J. e HERITAGE, J. (eds.)1984. Structures of social 

action: studies in conversation anlysis. New York, Cambridge University Press. 


