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The Metacognitive Writer in the Experiential Classroom (content, 8-05; minor editing, 6-20)
Richard Jewell


Recently, I asked several former writing students now in the work world what they learned in my composition courses that helped them in school and their professions. Three responded: Nicki Cook, a registrar and counselor at the University of Minnesota’s Carlson School of Business; Peggy Sorrell, a professional editor for a company handling outsourced legal writing; and Rebecca St. Martin, a professional Web developer who counts 3M among past clients. In their responses, all three mention transferable basics such as “learning good research skills” (Sorrell), “support[ing] my ideas” (St. Martin), and “look[ing] over my writing” so “it is clear and concise” with “no glaring grammatical errors” (Cook). 

However, they also speak of greater strategies, the kind that beginning composition students rarely mention. Sorrell, for example, speaks of the importance of  “paper structure” in the form of “solid opening and closing paragraphs” and of “expanding thoroughly on topic sentences,” concerns that demonstrate–especially in her work as a professional editor--of a metacognitive understanding of writing needs and processes in multiple formats. As St.Martin says in mentioning outlining and transitions, “Because of comp, I am able to think consciously about these devices.”  She adds that “good writing depends upon context. I felt that comp prepared me for all kinds of different writing situations: discursive, argumentative, marketing, article, creative, etc.”  Cook states even more specifically, “A key skill . . . was to consider the audience I was writing for. . . . I believe that as writers, we can have different voices. . . . This class helped me, in particular, to develop my professional voice.”  She goes one step further: “I was better able to develop a signature style of writing–a style that said something about . . . who I am.”  This combination–writing for a particular context and audience in a professional voice with a “signature style” of writing–speaks of powerful metacognitive strategies gained in college writing courses.



These strategies represent the very best of what an English teacher hopes students will learn. However, as suggested by the cautionary story in the “Introduction”–about the university English major, hired at graduation to be a professional writer, who did not know how to write well–such strategies are difficult for many students to learn. Moreover, it is even harder for students to retain and transfer these skills to other courses and to jobs. 

Just what is to be done for our English majors?  As a first step, there needs to be a universal recognition that the learning of writing is developmental. While most composition and writing specialists now recognize this, it often is something to which other programs in English departments give lip service but few curricular or programmatic changes. In addition, there is a continuing belief among many non-English departments and administrative units, not to mention the general public, that college writing means a quick, one-time fix in the first year. However, studies and anecdotal evidence increasingly are indicating the opposite. 

For example, Lee Ann Carroll argues for a developmental model of writing in her recent book Rehearsing New Roles–How College Students Develop as Writers, a research project funded in part by the National Council of Teachers of English. Carroll’s longitudinal study is one of very few research projects ever developed to examine student writing in the disciplines over a period of time. Carroll followed twenty students from several disciplines through four undergraduate years of writing. According to Carroll, after her students’ first-year composition sequence was finished, 

it is clear that the next major transitions in their development as writers took place as they struggled to integrate the content knowledge, concepts, and research and writing conventions in . . . disciplines. This is the “teachable moment” . . . . We found that the research and writing courses that some of our study students took . . . , for example, in psychology and history, were quite effective in making explicit the often tacit expectations of the field and could be usefully instituted in other disciplines. (124-5) 


Notably, American post-secondary English departments seem to have perceived writing as a developmental series of events in the past more so than today. The evidence for this was developed by Susan Miller, whose “print ethnography” of seventy-five catalogs from fifteen geographically separate research universities, 1920-1960 (as mentioned in the “Introduction”), shows that most of the schools offered many more writing and rhetoric courses (and fewer literature courses) than they do now. In addition, writing and rhetoric courses spanned the undergraduate years. To cite just one of Miller’s many examples, the University of Wisconsin-Madison offered, in 1920-21, three different freshman composition courses, Sophomore Composition, Argumentation, Argumentative Addresses, beginning and advanced Commercial Correspondence, Junior Composition, Advanced Composition, Technical Composition, and a graduate level rhetoric course. By 1960-61, says Miller, the catalog listed only four composition/rhetoric courses, one of which was noncredit (69). 

Some might argue that writing has spread (instead) to other departments and disciplines. However, the counter for this is that many schools have cut writing because its smaller class sizes make it expensive to teach. And even when writing is taught frequently at some schools, it may not be programmed coherently: i.e., with a program overseeing and joining the individual developmental events in a coherent whole during a student’s journey through college. As Nancy Sommers, Sosland Director of Writing at Harvard, and Laura Saltz, her research colleague, conclude from following over 400 college students through four years of writing experiences, “Writing does not shape a student’s education in one course or one year. It is the cumulative practice and sustained instruction–the gaining of expertise–that gives students opportunities to participate in the world of ideas, first as novices and later as experts. The story of the freshman year, then, is [just] the story of students’ first steps . . . (147).”  As Sommers and Saltz indicate, a thorough understanding of the developmental nature of writing is a necessary beginning step in recognizing transferable writing: when students claim–as many do–that in each course they must begin anew to learn writing, then something is wrong with the developmental process. One of the ways to make it right is to examine the specific nature of how writing is learned in each step. 
The Experiential Classroom


Often, how good learners learn suggests what other students should be doing. Among my three former students’ responses, an important commonality–a subtext of their comments–is their learning through experience. They needed both practice and discovery–repetition and experiment–to achieve both the basic skills and the metacognitive strategies they achieved. Experience is the ground of their learning. Diane Hacker, author of A Writer's Reference and The Bedford Handbook, points to experience when she says, "Most learning [about writing] occurs during . . . writing" (298). The point seems obvious but is the elephant in the classroom. Writers don’t learn primarily from lecture, reading, or observation. They learn primarily (though not solely) from writing experience. Thus teaching writing means offering developmental experience. Even the most metacognitive understandings and skills writing students should gain come more from doing than hearing. Barbara Couture argues, for example, in her award-winning Toward a Phenomenological Rhetoric, that the deepest learning occurs in discoveries that students make for themselves. Says Couture, “All essences or truths are located in subjective experience . . .” (4). Similarly, Kurt Spellmeyer, writing in a 1996 College English, labels such experience a paradigm, one of “ordinary sensuous life, which is  . . . the ground of thought itself . . .” (“After” 893-4).  Jerome Bruner, famous for his educational reforms in the 1960s, also argued for education as a process of “discovery”–through students’ own experiences. Likewise, WAC, WID, process writing, and similar movements in recent decades stake at least part of their claim to success in the experience of writing.  Couture, Spellmeyer, Bruner, and others are simply saying that for students, the “essences or truths” that really count for them in their core selves are what they have discovered through their own experiences. Little else lasts, little else sticks, and for most students, little else is transferable.

This popular insistence on subjective experience as a paradigm for student learning leads to an interesting conclusion: the need for the experiential classroom. What is the experiential classroom?  It is one in which there is more than simple immersion in experience. In addition, students learn to respect their subjective experience and that of other writers, student or professional. Such experience is not only a grounding that most students appreciate but also the only one from which many of them can make progress. The experiential classroom also is concerned, sometimes even self-consciously so, about writing as a developmental event–and, therefore, about how to effect transferable practices.

I remember a moment of surprise I experienced as a young writer in my last year of high school in the 1960s, long before concepts of process, audience, and the like had come to my prairie community. We students had a very brave, innovative English teacher, fresh from college, who asked us to write and to develop several types of speeches. In one, we were required to write and then present to the class a humorous speech to be graded partly by class response. I approached the assignment with confidence and interest: I always received A’s for writing and even had won a county award for a history paper. However, as I tried to write, I discovered to my horror that though I could write well for a teacher, I had no idea how to write for my classmates. This was, of course, my first metacognitive discovery of audience. I solved my problem (by writing a report based on the humor in Mad magazine). I never forgot the importance of shaping an assignment to an audience, a lesson learned primarily because I was required to engage in discovery through practice. Almost every experienced writer has a similar story.

It is these kinds of stories that are discussed, shared, and written in the experiential classroom. As Art Young says in his December 2002 CCC review of Anne Beaufort’s Writing in the Real World, if the workplace writers in Beaufort’s study “had learned to create . . . abstractions and their attending conceptual language [in college], especially regarding discourse communities and genres, [they] might have constructed a metacognitive framework for problem solving to aid their development from novice to expert writers…” (314). In other words, in the experiential classroom, just having experiences is insufficient; students also need to learn about their learning by constructing their own “metacognitive framework” of each learning event. As Beaufort herself points out in Writing, simple experience of writing is insufficient. As her workplace writers discovered, “Immersion in the discourse community in which a genre was used did not immediately or automatically give a writer an understanding of or control over its production” (136). Instead, Beaufort argues, instructors should teach students metacognitive awareness of the writing process, teach a variety of genres, and help students learn to examine the communication modes of each audience’s discourse community (“Transferring”). Metacognition or “mindfulness,” she says–citing Flower, Flower and Hayes, Perkins and Salomon, and Salomon and Globerson–is a “critical feature of expert performance, . . . a sort of executive monitoring function of the mind watching itself work and deciding: What am I doing now?  Is it getting me anywhere?  What else could I be doing instead” (“Transferring” 186). Beaufort reports such behavior in her four workplace subjects when they successfully learned new writing strategies (187-8). 

In the average classroom, even when a student is working on a specific type of paper–for example, on an interpretive literary thesis–she does not perceive herself as a writer who happens to be using one particular mode or genre of writing. Rather, she sees herself only or primarily as a student of literature who is thinking about literature. This is typical of how the average beginning or intermediate student writer sees herself in any classroom focusing on content, and as far as it goes, this paradigm of learning is fine. However, she also–if she is to make her writing skills transferable–needs to see herself as a writer working in one of many existing genres or modes; thinking of her strengths and weaknesses as a write; and consciously making decisions about what she can transfer from other modes, what she cannot, and what she must learn from other writers–student or teacher–to complete her writing assignment. In the experiential classroom, such metacognitive considerations are supported and encouraged. 

Phenomenology: Writing Self, Community, and Structures

There are, I believe, several ways to help students develop a metacognitive framework. One with which I have recently experimented was developed as a general mode of thinking by an early twentieth century philosopher, Edmund Husserl. He called his method and philosophy “Phenomenology.”  Phenomenology was a word used before Husserl by Kant, Hegel, and others. As a general term it means “of or pertaining to phenomena.”  Husserl developed a particular application that many philosophers and language theorists have used in the past century to develop more contemporary applications: e.g., Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty, Whitehead, Gadamer, Ricoeur, Derrida, and others. The American philosophical and linguistic mainstream prefers these more recent theorists (though Husserl’s popularity continues among some European continental theorists). However, Husserl himself argued that Phenomenology is not just a philosophy, but also a method of inquiry applicable in any experience-based learning and teaching situation. I would like, here, to dispense with his philosophy to instead consider his phenomenology purely as a methodology that can be applied to writing.


I would like to extract three specific ideas from Husserl’s Cartesian Meditations and apply them to making writing more transferable. Using them helps students “in facilitating transfer of learning,” as Anne Beaufort says it, by allowing “students to see how abstract concepts–discourse community, genre, and rhetorical context, for example–can be applied across a variety of writing situations and to let students test out the usefulness of those concepts in different task environments inside and outside academic settings” (“Transferring” 195). Husserl’s three phenomenological elements are self, community, and structures: 
 (1) a basic, existential (experienceable) self; 
(2) a community of such selves; and 
(3) the primal, experienceable structures of life. 
In terms of writing, the first is what I call the “writing self.”  The second is a community of writing selves, whether directly experienced among student writers or experienced secondhand by reading accounts by professional writers. The third is the basic structures of writing that writers experience as they write. Let me next briefly define these three–writing self, writing community, and the structures of writing–by interpreting Husserl’s method.


First is the writing self. It is the most basic, immanent self or awareness each person has. Husserl argues that in order to perceive fully and accurately, people must be full of awareness, able to perceive their own experiences as what they are in themselves, rather than immediately labeling the experiences. He calls this state or predisposition of awareness the fundamental “ego cogito”–the “I-Knowing”–which he considers “the ultimate . . . basis for judgments” (31). This ego or self, he says, is “prior in the order of knowledge to all Objective being” (27). Each student has this fundamental awareness, which in writing experiences may be termed a writing self. The linguistic or social theory counterarguments that each person is, instead, simply a biological unit reflecting language and/or society may have validity in another context. However, in constructing an experience-based method that assists with transfer of real writing skills from real academic writing situations to real workplace experiences, it is useful at the least, and perhaps necessary, to work with the universal working myth of an independent, individual self. As Michael Polanyi says in Personal Knowledge, “As human beings, we must inevitably see the universe from a center lying within ourselves. . . . Any attempt rigorously to eliminate our human perspective from our picture of the world must lead to absurdity” (quoted in Murphy 72) or, one might say, uselessness–at least in terms of the workplace.


The second element is the structures of writing. They are the repetitive experiential patterns of writing that people use to organize their writing–the organizing structures and events of writing. They are what Husserl calls “universal . . . forms” (28). For example, process writing is identifiable in what Husserl calls the “universal . . . immanent temporal form,” and freewriting is identifiable as Husserl’s “stream of subjective processes.”  Other Phenomenological structures include the rhetorical modes (in Husserl’s “pairing,” “synthesis,” “analogy,” and “identification”) and, more broadly, any standard, experienceable writing structure or event that is commonly recognizable. For example, Kinneavy’s communication triangle (with writing equivalents in parentheses) of “encoder” (writer), “decoder” (reader), “reality” (that to which the message refers”), and “signal” (language) is one (19). Others are the elements of rhetoric such as style, voice, tone, and audience. Methods also are structures: for example, Ann Berthoff’s “close reading.”    


According to Mari Haneda and Gordon Wells, research consistently shows that “[w]riting is first and foremost concerned with developing a structure of meaning . . .” (432), what Shirley Brice Heath calls “learning as internal strategy-building” which is an activity “at the heart of . . . lifelong learning” (viii). Noteworthy is Haneda and Wells’ use of the word “developing”: in a phenomenological methodology, structures cannot be mere abstractions. They must be experience-based to students, who need to discover them in an experiential context. They cannot remain unspoken and unstudied. They should not be merely transparent or intuited. And they cannot be merely discussed without practice. They must be clear, obvious, repeatable, and practicable sufficient for students to see them clearly, learn them, and be aware on some level of them always operating in the background. In short, the structures must be heuristic realities–tools that students learn from their own experience or that they learn from others and then apply on their own continually. There must also be a metacognitive perception of using them–a perception that behind the contents of their papers, their structures are operating like quiet background machines to smooth the process and, indeed, to make the delivery of the contents work well. 

Such structures are what Derrida found in Husserl as the background and primal substance of a series of unveilings and reconstructions. Essentially, using Husserl’s methodology, you want students to unveil old writing assumptions and (re)construct new writing experiences, new writing selves, and new writing communities from very real structures. As Beaufort describes it, “A second element in facilitating transfer of learning is to allow students to see how abstract concepts–discourse community, genre, and rhetorical context, for example–can be applied across a variety of writing situation and to let students test out the usefulness of those concepts in different ask environments inside and outside academic settings” (“Transferring” 195). She adds, however, paraphrasing Connors, Smagorinsky, and Haswell in Research in the Teaching of English, “The consensus on the use of models seems to be that using real texts (not the phony genres created for the purposes of teaching composition), with additional instructional support in analyzing the model and in procedural issues of composing, may help writers learn to write in new genres” (Writing 211). She also cautions that some structures may be too abstract for student use, such as the rhetorical modes or basic genres. Beaufort argues, for example, “Teaching formal characteristics of genres alone or ‘principles of business writing’ will not give writers the full tool kit they need for handling multiple writing situations” (“Transferring” 196). 

How should such structures be taught?  Katherine K. Gottschalk provides an excellent set of examples of such concepts in a recent ADE Bulletin. She says that in general writing classes we should “view our students as novice practitioners in a field [academic discourse] . . . who will need plenty of time and practice” and, for this reason, “we must restrain our flood of commentary, and our emotions, when we respond to their attempts,” for “less may be more” (54). Gottschalk offers as an example a short selection from a reflective essay by a student named David (whose essay originally appeared in Straub and Lundsford’s Twelve Readers Reading). In response to David’s paper, she says, we could 
bear in mind features of the reflective essay as a genre. We could ask him to explore what ecology of writing influenced the present form of his essay (the high school five-paragraph essay?). We could suggest that he compare his linear structure with organizations used by writers such as Annie Dillard or with structures of columns in a college newspaper. . . . He could compare the information and detail in his essay with those in essays written on similar topics. We could surely ask why college students would be interested in his topic and what his purpose is in writing on this topic for them. What generates his own interest in the topic?  What deeper knowledge can he draw on?  In other words, we would try to raise David to greater mindfulness about the genre. . . . (53)

Third is the community of writing selves. The individual writing self has its parallels in others physically or psychically nearby. There is, says Husserl, “an intersubjective world . . .” (91): a community of what he calls “monads,” such community being a “harmony of the monads” that coexist as a simple, basic “fact of the experiential world . . .” (107-8). In writing experience, there is, then–by Husserl’s terms–a community of writers composed of individual writing selves. This is, emphatically, a community of experience: of differing experience-based writing events experienced by differing individuals. 

There are several levels or layers of closeness in this community that exist in interwoven concentric circles. The closest for student or workplace writers often is each other, working in groups or as a class, sharing actual writing experiences and stories of their writing with each other. This also includes any instructor who participates in class, group, or course writing equally with her students. At second remove is the instructor who tells stories about her past writing experiences, and guests or speakers in the classroom who tell their own stories about writing and demonstrate their own practices while the class observes. At third remove are testimonials, explanations, and stories from such sources as textbooks, videos, and general public speeches about writing. Generally, the most immediate community generally tends to create the strongest retention among students; however, all three of these circles are important to developing writing community. Often, it is better to explain this community to students just as it has been above: as a central community–the specific class or workplace–that really is composed of multiple extensions or multiple communities. This community has a much more important place in writers’ development than sometimes is recognized. It often is their positive experiences of community with their instructors and peers that college graduates report were among the most formative in their development as writers. Beaufort reports in her ethnographic study of four workplace writers that one of two “positive occasions for writing in school that the participants reported . . . involved . . . a positive mentoring relationship and/or positive peer relations” (Writing 190).

“Community” also has another meaning: that of the community that uses a given set of writing structures. In other words, what are the structures–especially the genres–of a particular discourse community?  Beaufort says, “Separating discussions of genre from discussions of discourse community is a bit like the chicken and egg problem: Can you have the one without the other?  . . . [B]ecause discourse communities shape genres, mastering a genre requires an understanding of the genre’s function within the discourse community” (105). Thus studying the structures of a particular genre, whether it is academic or professional, must necessarily unveil and reconstruct the purpose, audience, and other qualities of that genre’s natural setting. “Community of writing” thus also means the unveiling and reconstruction of existing communities whose writing one is studying.
Writer Experience, Writer Thinking, and Writer Sharing

How, then, does one use these three elements–writing self, a community of writers, and the structures of writing–to develop students’ experience-based involvements with writing?  A few key methods exist that have been helpful to me: repetition within diversity, metacognition, and collaboration. These might be renamed (1) writer experience, (2) writer thinking, and (3) writer sharing.


Writer Experience: The first, repetition within diversity, or writer experience, means simply that I ask students to write a variety of types of papers, and on a variety of subjects. In the ensuing activities of both many experiences and varied ones, a sense of the constancy of a writing self arises. 

For example, in literature classes, I usually require students to write a simple, weekly, rough-draft analysis of what they have read, using the elements of literature, and one or more interpretive positions they could take. In addition, I require several formal drafts of both analysis and interpretive thesis, and also of critical reviews. Students also must write rough drafts of their personal reactions to their readings, and rough drafts of opposing ideas or arguments represented by their readings. Sometimes the students and I also discuss how their thinking and writing skills might be applicable to workplace writing. And in class, sometimes, I will introduce the structure, purpose, and audience of a different type of writing, such as a newspaper article, a business proposal, or a process report, and ask them to apply this type of writing in groups as an experiment in how to think differently about their readings. 

In the ensuing repetitions, variety, and comparisons, especially in conjunction with the lessons below, students develop a sense of basic existential patterns–the writing self and primal structures of writing–that form a central hub to all this writing. This writing self weaves in and out of the writings, sometimes above them, sometimes below or beside them, quietly (or sometimes loudly or insistently) directing the writing. This “schizophrenia” about their writing–being aware of both the writer and the content of the writing at the same time–is something I strongly encourage.


Writer Thinking: The second key method, metacognition, involves asking students throughout the course to develop a sense of their writing selves–or what I sometimes call “writer thinking.”  I ask students to forget about their preconceptions of writing and to simply open themselves to their actual experiences of writing, past and present, positive and negative, and then develop their own new writer thinking from these experiential moments. This is what Husserl calls a “bracketing” of previous beliefs and an “epoche”–an experimental break from or temporary suspension of previous beliefs. 


Writer thinking includes how a student’s writing self has operated in the past, how it does so now, and how, ideally, it might do so in the future. I also talk about some of the basic organizational structures inherent in the types of writing and in the types of thinking I wish them to complete. That is, I reveal or deconstruct the underlying writing and thinking patterns appropriate to the course and then ask my students to make use of these structural patterns as they write (and, sometimes, to subvert them using other patterns such as emotional writing, humor, dialogue, et al.). Writer thinking also can be developed from the experiences of other writers in students’ community of writers.


In particular, I find it useful to ask students to write short, rough-draft responses to metacognitive or “writer thinking” questions. Here are some I have used: 

1. What are your writing history and hopes?

2. What are some of your best and worst writing experiences, and why?

3. What are your main problems and strengths with writing?  

4. How do you learn to focus better on your writing?  

5. How would you teach writing? 

6. How is writing in this class working for you?  What do you believe you are doing well in writing, what poorly, and what would you like to change (and how)?  

7. What are your most workable stages, steps, or layers of developing your writing?  What stages, steps, or layers do you think would be useful to learn in the future?

8. What is your visual map of writing (e.g., start with a circle at the center labeled “writing self” and then draw a map of writing elements or experiences, such as “idea mountain,” “drafting river,” etc.). (useful at both the beginning and end of a course)

9. What questions do you have about the requirements for the next graded paper, about the course, and/or about writing?  (each paper)
10. How did your [most recent] writing assignment work for you, and why?

11. What are two or three metaphors of your own writing? (useful at both the beginning and end of a course) 

It is by asking such questions that students develop a sense of their writing self and add to their writer-thinking vocabularies. By repeated questioning and response, the sense of this self, this thinking, and this writer language embeds itself. It then provides a metacognitive background to which students can refer in disciplinary courses and in their workplace experiences.


When Anne Beaufort developed her ethnographic study of four workplace writers, she asked them what they thought had transferred from their college writing lessons. One said, “I learned how to think structurally about writing . . . presenting an argument in a logical fashion” (Writing 182). Another added that she had transferred “skills like being able to summarize something, or write an opinion about agreeing or disagreeing with something.”  A third said, “You’re writing for an audience . . . [a]nd you want something from that audience. . . . I had so much fun taking my little cards and writing my ideas and putting them in order, and connecting them, and making my thesis. . . . The critical thinking thing did help me bring ideas together.”  And the fourth reported, “The more you . . . learn how to organize your thoughts in different contexts, you can pretty much apply that to anything. . . . The purpose of some of these papers is you try to come up with a real strong idea, and then you convey it and support it. If you can do that, I think you can pretty much write anything” (183).


Writer Sharing: The third method, collaboration or writer sharing, involves developing a sense of a shared writer community. The most obvious community is the immediate one created by asking students to work in small groups and to discuss writing as a class. Of course, one immediate benefit of collaborative work is that it prepares students for similar collaboration in the workplace. However, peer interaction delivers more interesting and believable concepts to many students than does reading or lecture, often because such work occurs in the power and immediacy of concrete experience. In this context, sharing their writing experiences and developing papers–rough draft or finished–together helps them discover the metacognitive frameworks and experiences necessary for developing their writer selves and their writer thinking. 

Writer sharing also provides an immediate, experiential-existential audience. Many students arrive in college–indeed, may finish it–with little sense of audience other than a generalized academic teacher or, sometimes, individual teachers. Writing around each other and then with each other can lead students more easily to the experiences and structures of writing for each other. There are numerous ways to accomplish this: e.g., group writing, group reviewing of individuals’ papers, group role-playing, and group and class discussion.

In addition, the power of collaboration also helps students perceive differences: in their own perceived and real writing, among each other, and between their group perceptions and those of the professional world (the instructor, the textbook, professional authors, etc.). The tensions inherent in exploring such difference cause students not only to pay attention but to learn by placing themselves in the midst of a dialectic. 

Paolo Freire asserts, for example, not only that argument is central to developing authentic meaning, but also that a specific kind of argument–community dialogue–must occur for authentic meaning to develop. “Dialogue,” he says, “as the encounter among men to ‘name’ the world, is a fundamental precondition for their true humanization” (137). “Antidialogue” is “conquest” (138), “oppressive action,” (141), “manipulation” (147), and “cultural invasion” (152). He defines “authentic,” using the theological phenomenology of Martin Buber, as a “dialogical I . . . thou” with authentic “Subjects” who meet to name the world in order to transform it” (167). Buber’s theology describes a difference between real communication among people who treat others as equal, conscious, “I-thou” subjects on the one hand, and, on the other, false or manipulative communication in an “I-it” relationship occurring when people treat each other primarily as objects.


As Gottschalk suggests of student David’s reflective essay mentioned above, David and other students could learn to discover such an essay as a genre in a discourse community:

Students can read theoretical essays about the genre as a guide to their own practice. They can study models . . . form local sources such as their school newspaper as well as from collections. . . . They can become writers trying to reach actual readers, submitting their essay for publication to a college newspaper or magazine, and their work can appear in desktop publications of essays from the class. (52)


Freire’s assertion fits well in an experiential classroom: a person’s writing self and writer thinking can develop authentically only when there also is writer sharing or collaboration. For one, it allows reintegration of what Spellmeyer calls “celebrations of resistance and revolt” (above), even as his “ordinary sensuous experience” remains the central focus. Second, it can help student writers internalize the concept of audience, first as the immediate “thou” of other students and later, by extension, the “thou” of an imagined audience. Third, students who share their writer selves (and the contents of an assignment, as well) using a Freirista approach also internalize dialectic thinking. They thus become able to represent and practice–within their own writer selves and writer thinking–the dialectics of opposing beliefs and methods. As a result, they also become exemplars in their future workplaces of the highly democratic process of dialogue. 
Conclusion

In conclusion, I recall a recent encounter with a former student who had learned to write in one of my classes in the early 1990s. He reintroduced himself and thanked me for helping him. “We had to write so much,” he said, in those or similar words, “and so many different papers. You really gave me an understanding of how to organize. I write on the job a lot, now. I couldn’t have done it without you.”  He had taken a course from me in writing about literature.   


However, the story I remember best of all about workplace writing is my experiences with a magazine editor for whom I was freelancing. He would phone me long distance at my job and give me rapid-fire instructions for twenty minutes on global and specific organizational changes my most recent essay needed. He also would return the article by mail, awash in a sea of red marks that amply realized any student’s worst nightmare of getting a paper back. And he usually told me to cut my precious manuscript by a third. I loved and hated that man or, more precisely, the work that he gave me. It was very detailed and time consuming. However, I knew I was learning quite a bit. And I knew that when I finished, he would pay me very well. 

What is the “pay” that students receive?  Most students really are prepared to work hard if they perceive a useful reason for doing so. I shamelessly bribe my students by telling them how much writing there is in the workplace, how much my course can improve their writing grades in future courses, and how much more money they are likely to make over the length of their careers by becoming better writers. I do this in writing and literature classes alike, as it inclines them to pay a bit more attention to their talk and mine about writing. Then I make them write a lot, and think about their writing, and write about their writing, alone and together. “Experience is original consciousness” (108), says Husserl, meaning experience and consciousness are intertwined as one, both alone and in community. I would argue that the more immediate and thorough the experience, the more likely students are to remember it. And I would add that more experience creates a greater continuing consciousness–the kind that makes the underlying lessons of writing transferable.     
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